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A CHAPTER 1 .

‘ INTRODUCTION * « ' Y R :

' . . .
. . ‘
{

o “ f' o “

Two claims are assumed to be beyond dispute: :

« | -

Overview

+ s . -

) 7 1. Inferences are an integral pa§t of discourse comprehension and

) ) e . 5 N e s

| ) . memory. '
N T 2. In comprehending discourse, people do not make all possible
. inferences. . A

Strong intuitive arguments can be mustered for the truth of both statements.

. o
That the first is true can be seen by an examinqﬂ’bn of the communica-

.tive process.g Grice (1975) and Gordon and Lakof f (1975) have made a de- ./

. . . . L / .
‘ tailed analysis of human communication in terms of the tacit rules, or
. ) cT *
''conversational postulates,' which govern the behavior of both the sender

+

1 - .
(writer or speaker) and receiver {reader or listener) of communications

(written or oral discourse). The general goal of the ﬁfnder is to be
understood by the rsceiver.’ Thus a speaker will not use an utterance unless

- . )

he is'conv?nbed thag the listener yill have the requisite knowledge of the

lénQuage, knewledge of the culture, and knowledge of theworld. A further

. assumption m!!! by the sender is that the recaiver will use this knowledge \

’

lso to

v
~

" not only to comprehend the literal meaning of the discourse, but a

) ‘ v
“derive inferences that complete the discourse where the message itself was

incomplete or unspeéified. Thush if a speaker says,

.
-

| -saw John driving down the road.

he must beligve that the listener knows English and knows hhat,a road is.

- s

-

T He further assumes that the listenerr will dtaw the inference that John was

L]
,
-, .
'I
N »

L]

-t
-~
>

.
P s o S .
. .
fo - .
-, . « ' . ‘ s ¥
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driving a car. |Inference makes it'possible for the sender to convey a
greaf,deal of ipformation in a message of manageable size. |If the sender

had to state explicitly al] the information which he 'or She wished to con+,
. .

vey, the sheer bulk of the resulting difcourse would make the communication

.

of even the simplest ideas difficult. ) - <

-

- . / . .
Similarly, the major goal of the receiver is to understand the message.
~ . !

The receiver makes the assumption that the message is potentially sensible, ] .

* even though incompletely specified, and uses inference and other’ consteruc-

4

tive processes to render it so. Inference also makes it possible for the

“

receiver to go beyond the information which the sender intended to com-

municate. ‘
While the receiver must make some inferences in order to comprehend
/
the discourse, he or she cannpt be expected to make all possible inferences.’
- ’ ) R R
This.must be so simply be?ause the number of possible inferences is essen-
tially infinite. Thus, in the abovk example, one possihle string of "in-

"ferences ‘might run:’

John was driving a car. v .

The car was powered by gas. -
L4

John had purchased gas for the car a;*a filling station.

The filling station had an attendant.

The attendant was paid a wage.

Clearly this string of inferences could be carried out to any length.

. .

Inference strinés could branch at any point and, in many directions. Thus,

other [nference.stringé.might be constructed which run from the cost of .
gasolime, to petroleum company profits, to U. S; foreign policy, or from s

road construyction, to labor unions, or road grading equipment.

, [

I e
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Since people make sbme_buT not all possible inferefices, the specifi-

' » b [y

"/

[}

cation and understanding of the procgsses which determine which inferences
L I .

- ‘ M . '
are, in, fact, made becomes a major ﬁrobjem in the understanding of dis-

course comp}ehension and memory. In addressing this problem, the two

studies reported in-thls paper represent attempts’ at ‘influencing, the proba- .

bility that an inference would occur by systematically varying text. &

i / ’ L 8
The major’ prediction was that a subject would be more likely to make an,
inference if that inference were important than'if it were unimportant.
- [ ) -
b
»

, .
Inferences in Distourse:® A Brief Review - - .
, —v J
N -3 * vy,
" The study of inferential processes in discourse comprehension and

|

‘Memoryk nd indeed, of discourse comprehension and memory itself,.is al-

\

most a/new field for experimental psychology. To recapitualte a well-

known history, Ebbinghaus.(1883)'invented the nonsense syllaBe in the hope

that the novelty and simplicity of artificially constructed letter st#ings
' . L] .

. »
would minimize contact with preexisting knowledge, £hus enabling the un- °

contaminated study of the fo?matiqn of associations, or the accretion of
/
trace strength. The long-standing hope: of associative psyghologist§ and

behaviorists is that there exist general laws of learning and memory, - -

. /l
which, though best studied with simple organi%ms (rats, pigeons) in simgple
\ - . ! .

enyironments (t-mazes, Skinner boxes}{’would generalize fo_anJ‘prbve suf-

: ]
ficient to explain the behavior of the seemingly most complex thuman being
]

reading the most complex novel. Thus were nonsense syllabfes studied’, and
. . : ~ . ~
phus, for the most part was¢text ignored, despite muffled warnings that. ‘

things might not be so simple. The recent work of Montague, Adams, '

Prytullac, and others (S’Montagu‘e, 1972, for a review) indicated that a

result of presentfng college sophomores with nonsense syllables; paired

.
-

e
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"as a springboard for the study of |nferent|al processes,

-z “.' . 2 l‘
oLt . : Lot
associates, and word lists is often.to goad them into devising highly com-

. X ‘

plex and idiosyncratic strategies in order }o‘nmpose order and meaning on
: . o
the senseless scrambles foisted ofi them by the experimenter. ‘Thils work

stands as~a stfiking confirmation and long overdue aqknowledgement of

.Bartlett's (1932) warnlng that apparently simple experimental maternals

are no guarantee'that ensuing psychologtcal processes witl be SImpJe when

the organism under study ig as rich in complexnty as a human being.

leen this background it is perhaps-fiot surprising trkt inferential

- . -

processes, although dbcumented near the advent of scnent‘ﬂc psychology’

have been largely ignored almost to the present. Binet and Henri (1894;

. PR 1 . . ) o
Thieman & Brewer, in press) noted what fhey called “errors through imagina-

tion” in the recail of stories. These errors were said ‘to be characterized

}
4 '

not so much by change in meannng as by addltf%n to the meaning 8f the

original version. upon hearing, ”Thursday“ a child would recall

“1ast Thursday'' or ''Thursday eveﬁing.

Thus,

" Likewisg, one of them' became

®

"the youngest one,' and '‘his parents'.home: wad recalled as '‘his home.. "

L4

Bartlett's (1932) accoynt of reconstruct ive processes tin the‘repeated
ynt
4’ » . ’ '

reproductign (recall) of '""The War of the Ghosts'' s the most famous early

”
-

account oﬁxinferentia! elaboration of discourse recall. Bartlett reported

v

that some subjects used the generalwsetting and affective aspects, along
. J\‘

'
*

with émbellished details or incidents of the story, to reconstruct an

/

elaborate, if inaccurate, sto™s Some subjects “'rat,ionalized''gthe story,

)

rendering for

it more sensible by filling gaps or distorting events, as,

N 3

exampie by postulatlng causal relations between ev ’ts
E -

N Although the work of $inet and Henrn ‘and of Bartlett might have served

it was, for’ the

-

1o SN '
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most paft, ignored or disputed. Gomulicki (1956) investigated the immedi-
. [ , Pl \p B PR

ate recall of prose passages of 15 to 200 words in length,
1, ‘ .
omissions were very frequent, while inferential elaboration was quite rare.

s

and feund that +

He concluded that memo#z for prose was fmore accurately de;cr}bed as abstrac-

tive.than constructivé, q.view shared by Kay (1955) .and echeed by Zangwitl

(1972).. In factj GomulJcLi reported that when judées were given both ;e-

calls and actual ab;traets of the same passages, théy‘did‘lfft]e bet ter ;han
. . . ,

be poi&ted out that

chance at distinguishing them. It shou!J, however ,

‘ - . .o )
this failure does not ensure that.no psychologically useful distinct}ons

v . A . . . L4 > »
can be drawn between the processes involved in abstracting a text and in

una‘bler“to‘
distinguish margarine‘from butter, it/égeld, nevertheless, be unreasonable

. 4 ’ '
to conclude that they were.produced by the same processes :

recalling it: if judges were (as they often are on televisfon)

. P
t

Gauld,and Stephenson (1967) suspected that the changesignd dlstortlons
.

in recall which Bartlett found were due to de!iberéte inventions by sub*
JeCtS who want to '*fill up gaps in their memory,“ a process wthh shou!d be

distinguished from memory itself. They ran several studies using' the 'War

3f the Ghosts' which showed that ‘telling subjcts to recattonty what was
' . M . .-
in the story and to leave gaps rather than invent if they had forgotten
' - « .
. S
sharply reduced the numbe:'of meaning-changing intrusions or additions.

If the.subjects were simply ‘told to be accurate, the ¢ffect was the same as

~ t

the longer injunction. Of course; thfese results are amenable to other inter-
: ) .

preqations. The former instruction might set up demand chdracteristics

. -

(O(ne, 1962) Whifh favor the production of éaq.' The®latter, as well as the 7

f Y .
former, might cause the subJect to raise his or her 5ubJect|ve crntgrnOn -
for the acceptable confidence level for response emission (Cofer,” 1961, 1967,
oo . 3 : : T,
R L. “ ’ '
;;‘, v ! f ) >
) [ 3
B , ,1 ‘
d ‘ 4 L .
;. o \\ ) ] i ’
4 "
4 \ /
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Adams & Bray, 13]0), causnng the SUbJeCt to 5uppress |nforﬂat|on he or .
~ - , :- . \. " * . - . b Jd - \
o<r~ ,5"‘ ' * ’ . . - .
she remembers L. I ) . S -
. . Y <8t t' ' ! ] . . N
. Althoughﬁtheulmpp tbnce of |nferenCe-|n dvycourse was IOng dlsputed
. ¢ e 1 ,.'U\ 4 '. ‘o Q’ . ' N
a—cezent surgé d”\evadence and’nnteresx Has thrust its study.lnto the spots .~ -
LI ‘ » ‘ N ™ ' N »
¢ . Ilght it deserves. The work qf Bransford‘and his golleagues has beeh in- % »
’ * - ‘ - e . .

strumental in‘tHis turnabout. ,ﬁ?hnsf&?d, Barclay, and Franks (1972f re-

. - ) ) S . : - 1 )
Lo port%d that subjects who read sentencés like, = . ) ‘.
- Three turtles rested on a log, and a fish swan beneath them, )
R Lo » \ , . ’ .
hadjhigher ré%ogﬁition scores for foils like,, 2 P
: ) ' ' ’ ’ * Y s T o
- Three tusties risted on a log, and a fish swam beneath it.," =
) than'n did subjects wha *ad sentences ige'which the”spatiel' re!e'tj_on‘ships
— . “ , bl . ’ .
‘were .changed (''besjde'' substituted for 'on'' in both the target sentence and

. . ¢ )
ﬁoil). These recogpition confusions were due to inferences whlch resubted

., from the interaction of the subjécts' knowledge of spatial relationships o®
- ’ ’ - . ' ‘. . .. v
with the information supplied by- the study sentence. BN . N '
( P . Lk ‘ .. %
In doother studys; Johnson, Bransford, and Solomon (1973) presented:
. . ‘e *. ; ) \ - -
. - / s . : ¢ -
subjects with brief pasgages such as: - ‘ T ’
‘ x ' Johﬁ’was trying to ?;x the. bird house. ~He was pounding .the nail ~ . .

-

. ) : when his father came' out .to watch him and to help him do the work.

< < .
A - . -~

* or, T , oL
, A - .- S
. It.was late at night when the phone rang and a voice gave § ‘ /7
. ) AR : o . n - 4
. fraptic cry. The spy threw the secret document into the fiames
' B i v, .

\ I e . ; ,
B . 'LUSt in time, snné”BO seconds Iongerlwould have been too Iate

: ‘l b

They found that’ subjeats whaq heard such paﬁsages were very llkely to falsely

-

i ¢ -

, recogn jge statements which hcluded an unsitated instrument (e.g., John'was

! . -

A ) . i . . L .

’ using the hammer to fix the birdhouse) oryqonsequence_(The spy burned ‘the ,

R T . oL o ] *

' ) ’ L co ' - co 7,

- .. . - ' L . . . ,
) - 2 ‘ ' . .0
. \‘1‘ , B " . . 1~ N L
RIC T

v : -7 ' ’ . e ,
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. docpment just |n tlme) - Subject who heard control passages where minimal

£ o i . "

» chaniges~in t‘herwoﬁrding altered the meaning (e.g., looking for the nail in-

- . > .‘ ’ . N 4 . - . ¢ P f -
' * stead of pghnding ‘the nail; pulled th\e secret document from 'the Fire in-
w . ¢ .. , . . N
stead of threw tHe secret document’, |nto ‘the fire)’ easlly reJected the fonls
® k .

Brewer (197’4) has produced dramatic demo'nstratlons of, mferences He'
showed t~h§i; subjects tended to recall ifferences which were probable, though’
. . ' o » ’

. not Iogicelly necessa\ry,’,consequences of the
- ., the sentences, ., ) ) ¥ - : 1/'
« . +The hungry python caught the mouse. '

prgsﬂented. Thus,

. . The safe crackgr put the match to'the fuse.
} .

O

. . ~ . Q -
4 - . a

. ' . i 1. S . ' .
]'he. bullet hit Superman’s chest. ™ SRR

were often recalled as, c . : .
N ' . . [ . . -

The hungry’ python ate the mouse. ‘ . . ‘ L

~ . s -

The safe cragker lit the fu? . : - :
. o 7 . A -
.. ‘ Tﬁ"B\gllet bounced off Superman's chest . ‘ '

Such lnferences constutvuted 20% to 30% of the l6otal “recalls-aeross ‘46 items

: . . .

and’ran as hi-gh as 80% tq‘8876 of the recalls of some sentences.

- .
« - - ~

!, ®  Another ljne o research which’ had provided ‘a-striking demonstration

. 3 1

B

of inferential ‘processes is the research.on linear orderings of Potts o,

(e,fé.‘ 1972), “Bar*c‘:la‘y (1973).,, and others. This’ research 'has~shoun that

. LT
’ > * v .-
T when subiects are shown a ser res of sentences Brll is .stropger than Tom
S ,«:a ~ i ’ ] he L oy P -4,7: ~Tly
' ,,and Tom'is stronger t,han-John—-, "they falsely recognize s\enten_ces like Bill
o ‘ . \%\ ’ . - . -
<, gls.stronger than-John which weve never presented but could tle inferred.
. a . ’ ' N ' 4 ) 'Jq .
-l ) ] . ; o~ . ‘, . )
.- . - @ b , . . . "
] Lo s o N -
L3 8 Y ‘ ’ : :
o Y s N , . ” v
0 4 - . H N e
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' : & ) ‘ T
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Toward a Definition of Inference: How Broad a Term?

.
. Y Lg - ]

» * The trickle of studies on inference has become a deluge, buﬁ before

. L “examining more closely.current research on inferences in discourse, a
~ * ’

. oy

. . o e .
crlthue_of;current use of the term must be‘'presented, and the meaning of
. the term as”used in this paper needs to. be clarif}ed. \

. ) ‘ )

u Ve 4 ’ . 2

The first notion of inference, which in the present context must be

‘ rejegted, is inference as defined in formal logic. - While logical inferences
- e - . 4 ‘w

.

are jmportant, 'the cases sanctipned by*logic or mathematics do not exhaust

the types of inference involved in matural language comprehension. Formal

N I
o

idealized, tidy notion of inference which is unsuited for

[ -

systems involve an

use as a psychological model - The inferential processes of humans are
» M - - .

simply not limited tp, nor are they always guided ‘Dy, those forms of infer-

. ence permitted in,logic 4nd mathematics. T ] N

co . A second possible notion of. inference, which must also be rejected,
w7 S s o ‘ . L

<is that,aflything that i$ recalled or recognized as having occurred in a

~ ¥
~ - - . -~

text, but .which was not a part of the text, constitutes an inference. This
N o s 3 I
. definition of inference is too broad. Material which is redal Ted or rec-

A
- v ~

ognized, perhaps on the basis of Ihemafié or topical relationship to the” €
/ * / L

text, but which does not:-specifically Hepend on ény of the'information ih

- .

the text, should be distinguished from inference,. -Severgl recent studies

’ -

have shown that subjects sometimes inject information from their ptior
knowledge when the topic of the text is familiar. For example, Kintsch and
. 'HannDijk (in press) report an experiment in which §ubjgfts read paragraphs

on familiar topics such a$ Bible storied. One story dealt with Joseph and

» -

his brothers in Eqypt. When subjects were tested for free recall after

.

ERIC ' .

Prir i v SR -~
.

’ - . - .




- -

.- L8 hours, subiects'seemed completely unable to distinguish betweeﬁ the v, /

. -y .
story and their ‘prior knowlgdge, and tgnded to produce everything they
. . . - , \‘-1

»
-

. . ' . |
knew ab?ut Josegph and his brothers, no matter how unrelated to the text.’ . N

§ﬁ|in and Dooling (1974) pregénted subfects with brief biographical bas- “

.

sages which were purportedly about fictitious or famous persons. When
. . . - &«

tested one week later, subjects who read the famous person versions tended

-

. 4
to falsely recognize statemgnts of common knowledge about the main char-

A
.

acter which were not specifically related to:the text. Brown, Smiley, Day,

. Townsend, and Lawton (1977) have reported similar resu|t§ with grade

school children. _ )

. -

In order'tgrqua!ify for classification as an inference, the material
4 -, . {
mu:? at least depend wpon specich information in the text. Being able
A ) ’ - . . .
to relate recalled or recognized material to-specifie jnfoﬂmation in the
. ’ ~ ) - ‘
text, however, is not a sufficient criterion fo‘\classification as a text-

]

* based infersnce.< Frederiksen (1976) has developed a- taxonomy of text- i K

. . - /J ‘? . ‘;. /

. 7 R . .
based inferences in which every' propo$i €ion in“aﬁfree recall protocol is
identified with the proposition in the text.with which it is most g:loselyl . -

related. The inferentiial process necessary to generate the inference from
‘ . . ) ) v
the text base is classified according to the taxonomy which consists of

eight major inference types whigh are divided into 26 classes, which aré B /l

. further divided into subciasses. The dufficulty with Frederiksen's s;étem

-y '

is that, as currently constituted, anithing which is recalled will be

matched with some proposition in the text base and then classified as some .

'type.of i’nfe‘r‘ce. For examp]e,. if a subject reads,

“

* The dog chased the cat.

. . -~
A} .- - . \
Y
/ .

. | ‘
. (. ( .




x . ¢ -
o _‘ "~ . ls
- * . o
B - i S ¢
. " " ) ' - .
- ' ) fF 10
\ ard than recallsk . . : . .
vy N 4 /
. An animal did someﬁtln . "

this would be classified as a superordinate inference. ™ When a subject

'
-~

%a.] lé@ . ’7 ¢

' She, {MQther) won't get mad-,

after having heard, :
. 4l h
K - o . ) . \v‘ ) .
.. Mother will get mad, o
- - [ . - ’
-~ . *
) the' recali is classified as a negation #rference. When used so broadly,
9 ' . .

3 , ]

{g étheygerﬁy”nnf%%eﬁie” becomes vacuéUS .

Clearlyth?t}ns needed |9-a definition of inference which avoids the

*
-

e

problems of‘excessnve narrowness on the one hand and indiscriminate inclu- )
) ' )a‘ .t. - ) ) * ~ L
siot on the other hand. Brewer {1974), one of the first to seriously come

o,
4

*tor grips with thjs problem, noted that‘any,notiﬁi of logical inferepce would

- k) \J )

be too narrow-to serve as a definition of psychological inference. He set

s 4

), . 2 - . ‘ . .
%ut to'specify an, area of psychological inference which falls outside the ' 7;
bouads of fqrmal Iogic. Such inferences; caiJed “pragmatic nferences’ r
since they.dedhyé”ﬁﬂgm expectations based oa a.person's knowledge of the
, wokld, are identjfigd byatha.ggt_ggt test. JOne seétenca‘is,said toiq; - 7

matically imply’aanher if negating the ‘second sentence‘and conjoining'it

. A .
to the first ith but results [in an acceptable sentenCe. Thusy,

/ ‘ ’ Y \ . , -
Jhe hungry python caught the mouse., ’ e . -
v w-,‘ . P
is said,to pragma;icaily imply, t . .r\

.

The hungri python ate the mouse. . )
‘because, ‘ _ . ) )
‘e : . o . .

- . . o

The hungry python caught the mouse, but did not eat it, *

~ -
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+ L 3EN -
- is5”an acceptable sentence. Likewise, ,
The safecracker put the match to the fuse, / * .
N i
pragmatically implies, . /' ' /
. : . Y L
" The safecracker lit the .fuse, - // ( - . \
as evidenced by the acceptability of, ié .
, fhe‘safecracker put the match to the fuse, but it did not light. ¢
B i ) ' . - .
Bréwer demonstrated that the but not test, which was sbased on Lakoffis .
- ® . / ! ! : , T
(1971) analysis of the use of but as’a denial of expectation, produces un=
acceptable sentences when applied to sentences which are linked by logical .

4 . R .
4 ’
. . v
_implicatjon and also, sentences which lack an inferential relatiénship. It , ?
v » § ’ :

should be noted that the above examples of supererdinate and negation infer-
ences from Frederiksen's taxonomy fail the but not test, since neither, @
. " . ' . w A"‘)ﬁ»{ﬁ";ﬁr' -
The dog chased the cat, but the animal didn't do anything. ' T
‘nor, . i -
-

L4

’

©

HMother will get mad, but she will get mad.

Sk

‘is-acceptable. ’ ) : : ‘

sentence is implied by anoth

v

. l - '\;
The generality of the gbt not, test, as originally formulated, is lim-,

t
v

ited since it treats sentences in isolatien, and tests only whether oge

Y

- - - .o
However, the test can eas.ily be extended.
" {’ .

‘
i ¢ N ., . o

ften the case that an Wpllcatlon is the | =

-

In connected discourse, it is

)

al sentgk es raLher'phah.thg derivativeg of a single

v

jo int produc t!f sever

-

he story in,Figure 1 about a career woman
FIED

This story is one version of one of the
~ .

sentence. For example, examine

about to leave oh a business trip.

b , \

stories used }n the studies to be r

or ted here. "fha numbers and under- N

Jining have been added to permit eésQ\'

[ 1

ndexing of Fey portions of the text.

t to catch her plane. As she




. ,n .
§ , ¢ . . N ‘ . ! ‘ N '
C12 o
’ /
. ‘ ‘ P .
.packed (2), she remempered that she was supposed to speak to her son. Later
. . : ) | .
in the passage, at (3), it is clear that she arrived quite late at the air-
port. The ‘invited inference i's stated explicitly at (4), but was deleted
- ’ g .
from the imp)ied passage versions used in the studies. Clearly this imp1}; ’
cation is based on information spréad throughout the passage. Af the but. y
’. “  not test is generalized to permit_ compound prémises, then the invited in-
R ference can be sHown to be a pregmatic implication because,
~ ' - , - ‘: r'
" *A woman had* just epough ti&é to reach an airpoert for a flight.
She remembered that she was supposed to talk to her son. She
. ' : ] ~
. arrived late at the airporft, but not because she had talked to.
* co . ' g Y -
her, son. ) /
- v
NI\ ‘
passes ‘the but not test. ,
" . . y
The finferences to be studied in the expefiments reporteds in this
, . .
’ * ) - “
; , ‘paper are pragmatic inferences by this broadened definition. p -
i, . . .
’” Current Research on Inference &
Research on inference currently (;;tudes the study of* the development «.-
o - _/ ~.
-~ of inferentjal processes in children (e.g., Paris, 1975; Paris & Lindauer,

~

1976; Brown, '1975), the formal representation of inferences in discourse

v

analysis, {e.g,, Frederiksen, 1972, 1975c; Crothers, 1972; Kintsch, 1972, =

.

1974) and computer simulation of human inference (e.g., Scgank, 1972; ///ﬂ’

) ¥, . i s \
e «Lharniak, 1975; Collins, Warnock, Aiello & MilTer, 1975). No gttempt will

F . - N\ . N
be mad;'\é provitle an exhaustive'review of all areas of this research. ~

" Rather, this section will be focused on inferences made by adult humans in
! *

N i ! v ‘ a‘. .
« comprehensiof -and memory with sentences and connected discourse.

i . R Iy - N P

.
.
’ " . . .-, !
.
- ' [ - . . o
~ -
. 1;', ’
' o) '

: . 4 : A ‘ - {




Figure l;
. ~ . 1

"l

o ) A Larcer in Saless

-
’ - . .

[ \ - . ' . b ) 4 ‘o ot ¢ ¢
Joan dragged out hergguitcase and began the well-pré?tioed rituafl
of packing for.,a trip. , She had just enough time left to pack and o1
_get to 0'Hare AlrEArtlln me fof her 2 o'clock flight to San Francisco. °~

..}t had been three years..since her. divorce, and.she had spent much of that
- * . time on the road. \ Her ney caneer not only permitted hér to do the trav- .
' .ellng she' &an1ssed as, a h0usewufc.and mother, it forced her to do it. At -
first..it was terrnbly eXCItIng J;ttlngtal] over the country, seejng new
Teglon§, cities, band towns.. San Francisco was one of Joan's faverite ;
cities. She had fallen in love w1th the. hills and the Bay, and had made
‘a. ) several good frJends there. By now, though some.of the- glamour of con~-
. stapt travel’ %ad beey lObI to the' repet1t|OUS drudgery of packlng and un-
L ’ paéklng and of taX| rldes to aqrports,and hotels , . .

e N e - SN ‘ . .
.
C R .- P \ > s

. Foftunatelys, Joan’S¢|ll.l|ked her career She d never had a real
Job°before,stnce she‘d mariRied right: after college and had never worked
. outside of her home She'd’ been = buslness Jnajor fin college and she was
- happy to f.ime a™ JOb g s&le& with a plastic hbme prdducts firm. ‘But she
. . +" had certainly never:expecteg” her.career ‘to-Bloom sgrapidly. She had dome
50 well-the flrsr year that¥she had, béen promgted a national sales ,
P tralner She £n yed® helplng tralnees andwkeealng seaspned salesmen up .
to -date: QR new "%r8ducts and psomot;onal developments ly,.however
L ';~ the frantlc paée bf Ehe gob and‘jet” lag had begun\jglwear.on -her. . T,

[
i} ‘.

A

. Joan wis, well ad)usted\to-the d:vorce‘by noyg. - Her'job kept her too
busy for .regrets, ahd she met drid knew: too, nény, people to be really lonely
L She‘was grateful to her ex- husband for agreeing'to keep the children.
’ It was the-ldbloal solutlon, since she wangﬂ? td be free to pursud her
‘ca.r’&er and ause. he,ha'd. n‘narmeg .“l could qlvé them a, betfer home..
Joan was’ so: ped up, in.lker work that she hadn t seen “the children much
“ lately -( 2) As she*iunlsﬁed packlng Joan rémembered that she had promlsed iy
" . to talk” o her dhdest. gon béfore vhe ekt towrn. He was thinRing of trans- ‘
3 ferring. to ahsther QoTleqe She " thaught of he¥ own collgge 'days while 5
- N, + she gathered up her toothBrush and other’ essentuals'and stuffed them into
’ her travel Kir. . ‘-, Ty et )
wt N " N . <. .
(3l 0 Hare was ' aS busy ~ as ever when. Joan arrlved one-half hour late
y at 2:30. (4) .She was late Because she'd stgpped 'to talk po her_son. She ° .
. exchanged hér‘tncket on -the: 2 o'cloek flight she missed ‘for standby on the ,
- 3: }0~p m. flight. (5) When she arrived .in San Francisco she' learned that o
‘ * her original fllghf had ypexplainably lost a1titude #Ad cTashed - infd the r)/
mountajns nofth of Denver. There were no known' 54rvivors. Joan contem- ' .
“'Qlatkd the strlnge twist of fate that. saved,her 1ife. She shuddeged as .
she thought bf thé death she so narrowly escaped.. During the taxi ride
to hey .hotel, Joan thoudht about her new career -and her old life.
. ' T ¢ ' .
s hIS is the important stated salient version of Passage 1 used in Ex-
periments | and Il. Numbers 5nd onderllnlng have been added- to permit easy
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- The bufk of thls hesearch including Jhe work of the Bransfbrd group
' 9

«

. . , * ) .
t +1975; Schweller, Brewer & Dah|"=l976) bear'witness to a single fact: that '

(c.f., Bransford & Johnson, I973f Bransfbrd & HcCarrell, 1975) and Brewer '«

. o » 1] .
inferences do indeed occur when people tead (or hear) and remember sentehces °

* ‘-. ~ ¥ . »
In_this sense, recent..research has suctegded where Bgnet and Henri and >

s , .
'wha}tﬁzyrmd read, T~ - , . A

s J

« - P

and his colleagies (e.g.3 ﬁrewer, 1974; ‘Harris, 1974; 5rewer € Liqhtensteiq,i’

-

v .
t ’ t . ‘ -

<

.

or text.. These demonsﬁfations of the occu?renpe of inference have estab-

v A " -

lished inference as-a Aéjor componemnt of how people understand and remem-

ber verbal messages, and have played an |mportant rdPe vn\endtng the long
- " - K ¢ \ .
history in" psychology of the pi?poseful neglect*:f convtructivé processes.
LE

Bartlett failed. Thi's resehrch also serves the further purpose of demon-

! * t . o
strating and e§tablishing'the range of the phenomena. For example, by

> -
showing that sfbgécts tended to récéll, . 7 © , "

The truck driver asked the waitress for sorme coffee

[

A

[y
¢

«The, truck driver told the waitress that he wénth to have Wofie -
[ Rl - EID

, .
’ , -

coffee.

and often recalled or ?alsely recognized, o
! . : ~ \
The angry farmer frightened &he boys. - :

v -

after reading,

¢ 1 , . ¢

v ’

-#y" The angry farmer frigftened the.treépass{ng boys.
- w '

. Schweller, Brewer, and Dahl demgnstrated pragmatic inference .in recall and

A " . . * 4 . \n
recognition for the illocutionary ang/berlocutionary force of stageménts. '

While these demonstrations have served a vital ‘role), the ogcurrerice .

and importance of inferential processes is by now firmly established, and ",
the time has come for research to move beyord demonstrations to explorations

.
. . \

- ' .

. . .
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Y/ +« occurs at compréhension or at recall.. The next section presents a dis-
\ . & . - ,. .
R } . . . . ¢ e
cussion of this issue. AN -
* [ . . ' - .
!i..h; * When do. inferences occur? Perhaps the most dirett attack on the ques- * {
tion ofs when inference occurs\ig the verification latency experiments q{
. Kintsch (}974) and Singér (1976, 1977) in which reaction times fpr the .
- //“Véfoication of statements implied by a‘text are compaked to those for °*
P ’ t -
Aln”" statements which were explicitly stated by the text. The rationdle for L.
. * 13 - .

. tion which ‘has been the subject of much-.recent study is whether inference

. - ‘ . . - R
_short, two-sentence passages and longer texts. The.sﬂbrt passages were
. ; . . B

The longer passages varied in length- from 40 to lZé@words ahd dealt Qfﬁﬁ
. , i e

which were identical to the implied versioms except that they contained a

. v & g \' . . « .
of how inferences work. So far, l[ttle’reséarch ‘hasbeen directed-at de-
. . » - ‘-‘ . ,
L . . . - Coo .
tailing the controlling variables and processes of irference. One, ques-

4
e .

.

these studies Is that if inference occurs at comprehension, then the veri- .

fipatkap time qufimpliedustatements should not differ fr plicit state-

¢

implicit

»,

ments, [f inference occurs at test, then the verificati

statements should take longer. Kin;séh reports,a series gWthree studies.

.

whitch he conducted with Kegnah and McKoon. The first two studies employed

“ﬁ . X v .
constructed with the intent that the, inferences would. be_required at reading
, N ; -

in order to comprehend and ihtegrate the paragraph. The inferences studied ,

¢ -

included implied causation such as,

.

A burning cigarette was carelessly discarded.,

’ L ]
-
. The fire destroyed many acres of\Virgin forest. - e
Lo . ) g d . - o ! i'..-
which implies, - - . . . , o
" h - R N . - ' ' .
A disc¢arded cigare.Ete started a flire. . Wl

~

.obscure facts. For Bofh short and long paragraphs, explicit versipns,

¢ [

! .
[ . ;
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statement of the content of the impl

-

“In all of these studies, subjec

t .

instructed to decide whether they we
stated-or implied in the passage. T

always true, but false filler items

v

subjects were tested immediately aft

of whether'they had seen the explici

»

and that verification would be:baqed

«

He therefore predicted that there wo
; !
<
cation latencies for implicit and ex

Kintsch's hypothesis, implicit versi
. . ) '

as longer latencies for correct (aff]

versions.

A
Kintsch argued that the dis&dvq

caused by failure to genérate inferd

passage versions were said to produc

i N "

jed proposition, .were also emdloyed.
- - .

ts were'presented with sentences and

2

Fe true or false based on information

he crucial inference questions were

1were included.” “In the first study, *

er“each ga%sage. Kintsch reasoned that

subjecté would construct the same propositional representation regardless

t or implicit version of the passage,
on this propositional repre?%qtation.
uld be no differences bétween verifi-
plicit statement;. Contrary }o

bns led, to higher error rates as well’

irmative) responses than explicit

-
.

B

ntage of the implicit material was not

nces at reading. Rather, the explicit

e a surface representation of®he in-

formation, as well as the underlying propositional representation. Only

the propositional representation was
plicit versions. Aftef reading the

the probe against the surface repres

than subjects whqufqa3 the, implicit
' -
, the propositional representation.

Kintsch reasoned that if the ad
explicit versions was indeed due to

tation, a delay before the test Suff

face representation woudd negate thi

-~

~

available to subjegts who read the im-
explicit version, subjects could match
entation more quickly and reliably
version could verify the probe against

W
vantage of the subjecfs who read the
the persistenc;'of a surface represen-
icient‘to eh;ure the loss of tHe sur-

s advantage. In the second-study,

L .
i

.




A}

-

+subjects read all the_passages‘followed by @ 15-minute interpolated ___

sentence memory task, and finafly, the verification test. This time the
! ’ N
results supported the prediction: there was no difference between the .

verification latencies for implicit and explicit versions, although a noq-
. ’ . ’
sngnlflﬁant trend toward lower error rates, for explicit versions persisted.

.
B

,The third study replicated and exten this result by varying the

retention interval, using 0, 30-second; 20-minute, -and 48-hour delays.
i ) PN . ) .
siihogonal tests collapsing across the twa short and two long retention
v, . . N ‘ b
intervals revealed that at 0 and 30 seconds, explicit questions were veri+
| ) Y
fied more quickly than implicit questions, but that no significant differ-

ence was found at 20 mihute§ and 48 hoursir

The results of the three studigs repprted are consistent with the

’ . .

hypothesis that the inferences occurred at encoding, provided it is.assumed

that verification is consummated when there is a malch on either surface

N D a . .

form or propositional content, with the former being faster. However, there
[y 3 .

.

are several weaknesses in the designs of the studies, and.,alternative ex-

planatlpns are possible. In the first two experiments, explicit versions
. @

»

wefe not only longer than the implicit versions, but also syntactlcally-
more complex and”less readable. In the third study, the inferential s{étué
. & -
of test items was confounded with the content, as a particular item was
. - . .

_either implicit or explicit. Although Kintsch invokes stored surface

information as the cause of the more rapid verification of explicit-items,

examination of the materials reveals that, atJJeast for the first experi-,
ment,” test items were not verb¥tim copies of anything in the orlglnal

passages. The usé€ of a delayed test in order to eliminate memory for sur-

-

face- informationgsas a factor leaves open the poésibilitxgtha; the failure

]

’
. ’

e d

=

‘
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to find a difference between stated anp-nnplled items may have been due

.
] . . .

- ! to the forgetting of explicitly 'stated” information. |f.there were for- .

gettlzé of the propositional representation, or 'meaning, the subjects.would

v

be unable to verify even eXﬁTicit items by directly matching them to the

v v ~ - -

proposntnonal representation, but instead would ‘have td |nfen them from -

™a skeletal rgpresentation. Similarly, subjects might have to infer® |mpl|ed

v statqmehts at a-‘delayed test, whether or not they had preVIousiy been in*

" ferred. A better control for surface information would be to systematically

vary the similarity of the test item to the surface form of the explicit
. . ] *

version, v S 4 5 -
L o~

Despite the similarity.betwéen the studiés of Kitgch and Singer, their
P ,
- requ¢SAstand in direct oppasition. Singer (1976) ound that 10 seconds .

M L4

after reading sentences |ike, !

2

The small girl spent the gleaming penny.
- . ~ .

subjects,were able to verify sentence like, S T, .
- = v
H o . @,
. ’ 4 '} L ] .
The penny was shiny. ‘. %
-~ 2= <

, which were paraphrases of portions of thé’Study'senEences, more-rapidly
« 4 - -

than they could verify inferences like, ,
~ . g ¢ v
The penny was new. 5
° VO
. ‘His‘resurt.obtained despite the fact that the paraphrase and the inference

were matched in terms of sufface similarity to the original sentence.

’ In a sqcbnd paper (1977), Singer reported three experiments WhicH

"tested.both recognition, where subjects ‘were toO indicate whether the test
. v ; ! . P

P
f

- sentence.WE§”Taéhtital to a study sentence, and Werification. Test items
A . , AN
like, , *

The sgilor dwept the floor with the broom.
=

. )
Q . * * ) . . ‘
ERIC . . | .~ .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




- -
: .- . . . 19

were presented following a three-sentence passage .that began either with

1

a verbatim dopy-of the test prdbe'in the explicit version Qr a sentence .

like, © - ' . F 4 .

The sailor swept<the &oor in the cabin. !

.

in the implied version. In the first study, subjects heard 12 experimental

- 1 -

‘and.qight filler passages before being tested.  No difference was ?ohnd

.
-

between the acceptance rqfé for stated and 7&plied items, but implied.

items took significantly longer to confirm. |In the second study, subjects

. were tested six seconds after hearing each passage. |In this study, accep-

i v -
N

tance rates were much higher for,explicit items, especially on ;the recog-

nition test. Again, explicit itemy were accepted more rapidly than infer-
. (N . - )

ences. |In Both studies, the reaction time difference was consistent

across recognition and veri!ica;ion tests. The final’study compared the
» : ’ :

verification of inferences with explicit items which were paraphrases '

B - -

‘rather %han verbatim copies of the first sentence of the passage. Thus,
\ % -

for the above example, the explicit version contained the sentence,

The sailor used the broom to sweep the flgor.

Y A

whilk the implicit version and test item remained unchadaedlfrom the pre-

-~

.vious studies: Subjects heard all the passages before, the berification

%

- test of six eiperimental and six false filler items. While there was no

[} 3
L4 M
.

diffdrence in the acceptance rates, explicit items were again ver?fied

’

mor%,rapidly. Singer concluded that since, in hig .studies, inferences
always took longer, even when the test was delayed and when. the explicit

items were only paraphrases of the original passage, at least® some portion -

! . ¢ h -8

of the inferential processing must occur at test. QSlnger took the dif-

“ference between explicit and implicit verification times, about 200 milli-

‘

ERI!
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~ 1 -

Although'Singer's'results seem to iﬁdjcate some inferential processingy,

‘) ° ‘ s 4 * .

-at test, his- |nterpretat|on of the reaction time dlfference as a measure

>

of the time taken fof such proce;sing rests on one rather tenuous assump-
" ) - e .. ' ' - ’ .
tion: that reaction times ayeraged across subjegts or acrz;s_items”are
v . - (‘ - v

« >

,

truly nepresentétivé‘of each supject or item. An alternative interpreta-
. Vg , ’ .
. . -’

tion is that a subject makes the inference at comprehension for some pro-

portion of the implied items, and on those items vetifies the test. sentence

o ; .- ‘
as ‘rapidly as ifﬂit had been explicit (ignoring for’the moment the ‘pOSs -

sibility of faster verification ﬁor explicit items due to a surface level -

L]
match)._ For the remainder of the_implied items, the subject fails to make

M -»

the inference at copprehension and must make it at test, producfng a slbwer

.

verification than for explicit items. Thus, verification times averaged
across subjects or items would.reflect the proportion of items for which
- ?A

- ’ n R - 3
subjects failed to make the inference at comprehension, as well as extra
processing time required when the failure occurea Further, on;$ in the

. s

‘initial study wasdsurface>similaritvkbetween the study sentence aﬁdxtest
s

.
o
:

probe controlled 1n.the first two experlments of the more recent paper,

R

“ the test item was a verbatim copy of the expl?clt vers?bn In the thlrd

s

’expernmentu although the syntax of the sentence was changed in order to .

7~ » . b /. :
alter word order between the explicit version and the test ltem, the
. 3y P , . Y 4

. o A . * .-
Jexical form of all.content words was identical for both versions. Thus,

in all three of these experiments, the fastermverification of explicit
* 3
items could he explajned in terms'of a better match bétween the 'surface
; ) .

form of the explicit stud/y items” and th?, test sentences.
e - - /,) / * ’ '/ ° .) ‘

seconds, as ah estimate of the time required for this additionall processing.




- While it is not clear how Lo reconcile the disparity between the

PG s .

|

|

i ] . -
" on some dimension. Stfments whnch compared two items which varied .

1 ~ - . Y

|

2y - .

N~ - M - b

results of Kintsch and Slnger the™picture is complicated stil) further by
"a third line of studies which has produced an entirely different result.

The Isnear orderlng'studles of Potts (e.g., Potts, 197&‘ Scholtz and Potts,,

1974) bave consnstently shown that statements whieh were never presented

‘were acbually verified more rapidly'than copies of the statements which
1 3 . A}

were pﬁésenteq)“ In.this research, .subjects studled a serles of comparathe

» -

. statements whlch permitted thc ordersng of a list of :tems on their v8lue
—_

i widely on the dimension were-verified more rapidly thap:close.comparisons,
. regardless of whether or mot they had begn presented. ‘ o
Frederiksen (1975a) employed a very different approach to the 5robleﬁu

»

He reasoned “that if-inference was a vital part of the'comprehensiqn pro-

cess, then the ‘appearance of inferences ur%ecall should increase with

. repeated exposures to a passage, siﬁcq each rereading wodld‘preiide an
v > ’ tad
opportunity for further inférencing. If, on the other hand,'inferences R
- . " i . ¢ . ' . .
x - . .
are produced at recall merely to fill up gaps in memery, then' the appear-
- . ~ . . . -k

~e

. : 1T,

ance of (nference should decrease with repeated readings of the text, }
: . ) .

since as subjects Iearned more of the text, they would have fewer gaps-to

fvll.. In tEe study reported ,and,another study (l975b) discussed below,

.Fréderiksen obtained results which ¢é interpreted as supportive of the "' .
i « - . *

. . . f

;7 Qﬁference-at-cémpreeension hypofhe;f§: sinceuno effect of trials\Q;s:ob-l R
’ taLngd.’.Jnterpretation,of fhis :esult.islfomplieeted by Frederiksen's
ecorfng siEtem; particdlarly by his distinction between i&ferrea and -
efaboratﬁ?e mate;ial -Only statemené% necessarlly |épl|ed” by the text ;
D .o
\}ngie classnfled as |nfe:ent|al &thus’ some Qf the elaboratnons wereuproh~
f - [ 4
ably pragmatlc lnferences and aboratlye materlal actually sh0wed a
« s A

ssgnlf]tant deerease across triiﬂs "However, evén ifa sugnnfn!%nt increase
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L L

* demonstrated that constructfve processes can occur after comprehension, but:

' S 22
» s . oL
unequivocally sup-

‘

in inferences acrods trials were found, this would not

)0
2 . ¢

port th&inferénce—at-comprehension position.- Suppose that inference oc- ;////1’
- . . .

- -

i . . 0 . e
curs at recall. Since inference dgpends Gpon both information in the text

and extra-textual knowledge, if the subject is able to remember more of the

text at recatl, he will have a better base for inferencing, and may there-

e

*
fore producé more .inferences.®

PR . ] . - ‘ h
The study by Spirg_(1975i, which will be discussed in morea detail in

Is

#

v

the next section, clearly demonstrated constructive processes which oc-

- -
- .

. . »
curred after comprehension, since they were produced by a manipulation

which occurred after shbjects had finished reading the passage. \Yhe study

d6es not bear on the igsue of whether inferencesgnormally occur at com- "
prehension or gutput.
[ N . : -
:, . In summary, Yhe verificdtion latency experiments have produced con-

b

flicting results, ‘each of which js open to alternative explanations, and

have made little or no progress toward resolving the issue of when infer-
. - .

ences occur.

.

The studies by Freder?ké&n and §piro also.fail to fix the .

- R » - \ © o,
A . A ] ' : b
“temporal locus of inferenges at .comp@hension or at recall. Perhaps the g

, T . . 7 . . s .
question itself is miscast: it seems most unlikely that |nferen%es occur

<
.

only at pompréhension or outpit.

J

inference can occur at éither time, and to study variables which control

A better approach might be to assume that - »

whether or not inferences will be made at comprehension, or that influence
’ ' * -«

’

inferential*processes at butput. The previous research can be .interpreted g .

AR . X »
to.'show that rinferences are likely to occur at comprehension if they are
¢ . . -

’ -

‘essential to‘comgrehension (Kintsch, 1974),; or if study instructions.apd

conditions favor elaborative processing (Potts, 1972; Scholtz & Potts, 1974;
d Ny . . - ) ) /./

-‘)Jl\ - , . " -

T Ay
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, Frederiksen, 1972, 1975b). They wi]l occur during retention or at test If

-

at comprehension, and enough of the text is remembered

-

they did not occur
- .

‘ -
to provide the basis for Lnfe_ nce, or if ancillary information or test

questions cue them (Singer, 1976, 1977; Spiro, 1975).
Althouéh the studies reported in this paper do not direciﬂy address the

issue, it seems Tikely that importance as manipulated in these exper iment§

may affect when inferences occur. dt seems reasonable that the effect of
& kl .

-

importance would be tq, increase the probability that a ‘subject will make

an inference at comprehension. An output explanation of the effect of

importance on-inference is possible, however, since importance might act
Y

“a .

to increase the probability that the subject will remembé(vxhe explicit
information upon which an inference is based, thereby increasing the

probability that +the infeyence can be made at the test. »

1
[y .

Investigatibnsof'Variables Which.Control Inference

Task manipulations. The most direct task manipulation’is simply to

¢

.

vary the instruction or the task by whiéh subjects are tested. Thus as

discussed above, Gauld and Stephenson (1967) were able to greatly reduce

- \— '
the number of consturctive productions in discourse.recall by instructing

&

- *
the subjects to write down only what they were certain was contained in

LN *
’ . ’

the original passage. Taking the opposite tack, Brockway, Chmielewski,
~ ‘ a4 , . ©

and Cofer (1974, Experiment 1) had-subjec’ts read two brief passages.
(similar to those of ?rasé, 1969) and then, in separate tasks, the subjects

were asked to recall the passage and to génerate statements about the
N LR € .

v

passage which were ''logical extensions or conclusions, or ideas compatible

N N

»

with ﬁhe paragraph, or_associg:}ons of any type' ¢p. 197),9ﬁuﬁ~could not - ¢

> N

.
3
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N \ihclude sentences répéatéd or paraﬁhrased from the text. ' lndependent **
; g

1
* ~

raters judged‘the generated statements to be reliably less related to the

.
. [

text “‘than the free recall.

S
-~ .
-~

-Singer (1977) found that subjects gave more affirmative responses
. . _ . ) .
to inferences, as well as explicit items, when they were 4sked to Jqdée the
. . . . ’ . .

truth of a‘statement (verification test)fthap when they were asked to

N . <

.+ .indicate if a sphténce had appeared in a passage (recognition test). When

"the test o1 1owed lmmediaiely after the passage (Experiment 11), the dif-

ference between acceptance rates in verification and r@cognition tests was

much greater forsfnferehces than for explicit items. Brogkway, ChmieSewk

- - N

ski, and Cofer (1974, Experfment 1) found that subjects produced more af-

A

firpative responses to generated statements related to the original pas-

3 .
. . sage when told to indicate whether statements were inferable from the

L .
- passage or when asked to decide whether statements were consistent with

v :

. ) , { A - ( .
‘ the passage than when they were to decide if the statement had actually

goccurred in the .passage. ‘ - ' .

.

-

v _The effect &f varying instructions at comprehension has been studied

// by‘Frederik;en (1972, 1975b) and Spiro 1{975).’ ?redeﬁiksen'presented
* subjects with a éOO-work passage adapted from.Dawes (1966) with instruc-

- -4 tions simpl;'to learn it for a memory test, to think ab;ut solutions to
: .prob!ggs ed in the passage while learning it fo; armemoryxteét, or

s Iy v . .
ly to think about solutions to the problems. Subjects who received
L

irst two sets of instructions recalled the passage after each-of four
) L] b v ’
. Subjects who received the third set of instructions were not

tested yntitkafter the fourth reading. All subjects were given a surprise
~ . ootk . B

delayed recall, one week later. Frederiksen found some evidence, beginning
- - : ) . .

« ' . 37)
Q ) Lo ’
ERIC = ) o
Emmeiem '#ﬁﬁ#\, l' .
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, . Wh the second test, that subjects who received the.problem,s fving plu€

Ll
memory’ test instructions produced more inferences than subjects\bho re-
§ ’ h - -
4

ce}ved the memory test instructgons. After four readihgs~and 53t delayed

tecall, the proportion of recalled material scored as inferential was : . //4

[y

higher for thextwo p(dblem sol¥ing qroups than for the memory test anly > p
group. ) ‘ .
i ) oo - ) .
Spiro (1975) told 'ﬁects either that they were in a memory experi=- -
7 . te R N - R ' / " . 3
ment or that they were in amr experiment concerning reactions to’iqterber-

.

‘sonal relations and then had subjects read a story abouf an engaged cbuple,
o (
- part of which discussed the feelingg of each person regarding children. .
Some of the subjects read a version of ,the. passage in which the couple
-y R c e .

fwas,in total agreement to forego a family, whjle othér subjects Iead a
_passage version in which disagreement over the issue began a heated de-
_bate. Several gfinutes after reading/thg‘passage, some of ,the subjects . -~ -

. A ) . .

. \ . 4
who read each version were casually=lnforQed that the couple got married and
¢ - . * ~
lived happily ever‘eFter, others were told that thé couple had calleﬁ of f
. . ’ )
the engagement and had nevér seen each other gain, while the remasnder T
R . L4

» were told nothing of the outcome of the story.\ All subjects were later -

given.a recall tesg for the passage after a delay of 2 days, 3 weeks, or
6 ‘weeks. Some of-the subjects.received a story and supsequent informa-

tion about the couple which descfibéd a scenario which was '‘balanced"

€

- .

(Heider, 1958) in that it was consonant with knowledge and expectations

about interpersonal relations, while for other subjects the scenario was ~
. . L4 r -
1 1 -h
- - unbalanced. Spiro was able to predict the sorts of constructive/processes

which we/}d—b |nvoked to resolve the imbalance. . Of more interest here,

however, was the prediction, confiemed by the resulté, that the inter-

-

5
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R - . } . o
pe¥sohalarelations experiment cd‘!} story would produce ‘many more consttuc- .

§ -
. LS

tive errors. This result obtained because. subjects, who thought they were

..,
ly"'l

in the, interpersonal-relations experiment were more likely to engage their

¢

knowledge of interpersonal relationships than were subjects who were trying

‘to memorize a passage for a memory experiment. Ce

iy »

. Taken ‘together this reSearch clearly ‘and consistently, shows a strggg
- 1 ~ -

N . !

effect of instruetions and task on inferential processes.

. Text mamipulationss To date, only Thorndyke (1977, 1976) has studied .
' ) ’ " » -.’.Q. '
onon inference. In ¥, f;la'i‘t of these

. e A

.

the effect of passage organijzati

‘.

- p @
% oo
r)

Studies (1977), orgaréization was varied by presentin&“q’Stéfément of the
. ‘e W - .
- . ‘ # ° [

theme ag the beginning or end of a.story, By deleting . the theme, or by

N .ﬁ

usiﬁg a descriptive passage devoid.of the temporal and causal relationships |
¥ T Co. CoeT -

prgsent i

R RN

rs . “ , .
the stories. The sentences ®&f'the passages were then presented

in normal or random order. Thorndyke found that subjects who read the j
' it ' ' .

.
”

nore hingy organized passages were more likely to falsely recognize items !

wh;gh'cduld be inferred from.the text but had.not been explicitly stated.

“ . . *

Tharndyke (1976) has al'so invéEt?gatedxthé effect of varying the ) 7\4
’ . . P . . .

plausibility ofi an inference. Thorndyke prepared passages in which an -

. . N ]
inference-priming sentence such as, ‘

The hamburger chain owner was afraid his love for french

fries would/ruin his marriage. )

.

was followed later by a continuation sentence which increased the plausi-

] . . ' ~
bility of a likely inference (the' “experimental' condition) eor by a con-

r-
tinudtion sentence which did not affect plausibility (the '"‘control' condi-

tion). Thus, when the experimental continuation,

-

\ 8 : ‘

'
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v L4

fhe hambutger” chain owner decided to join Weight-Watchers .

: in order jp save his marriage. - /

followed the jnflerence-priming sentence shown above,. the plausibility of

[ 4 .
the appropriate {nference, "

The hamburgedr chain owner was very fat. - ‘

t 4 R

was increased, wh.\e the plausibility of the.inappropriate inference,:

.

- The hamBurgeri chain owner's wife didn't.like french fries.". .

. . was reduced. The Llausibility of the neutral éﬁference, . .

LY - .

The hamburger chain owner got his french fries free.

.

was unaffected. On the other hand, when~the inference-priming sentence

was followed later by the control continuation sentence,

-3

.The hamburger cHain owner decided to see a marriage couselor
[

.

in order to save his marriage.
/‘»
the, plausibility of all three inferepcé types remain unchanged. Thorndyke's

first study (1976, Experiment |) Showed that, when asked to write ihfe;ences,

-
»

subjects who read the experimental passage version more often produced the

.

appropriate inference than the neutral inference, and less frequently

produced the inappropriate inference.” Plausibility ratings reflected the

-

" . - 4
same effect: the appropriate inference was rated most plausible and the
. inappropriate inference was rated .|éast plausiblé. Subjects who read the
-~ . LIS ) . . )

‘ control passégg version produced all three inference types equally often

- and rated them equally plausible. The second study testéd recognition.

L2

- Subject were instructed to respond affirmatively to those items explicitly
r,

stated in the passage and to reject items wHich*téuld»be inferred. The

LY
'

v

false recognition rate for subjects wha read the experimental passages
4

was highest for appropriate and lowest for inappropriate inferences. No .

'
.

v

{

-

ERIC , o)
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differences obtaineﬁ/for subJects whp read the control verSIOns

L

o

These studies represent a. solid beginning to the lﬁvestlgatlon of ‘the

-

effect of text variables, but they are clearly just a beginning. The af-
S . ' . . ¢ !
fect of most text variables upon inference-has yet to be subjected to
~ - .
informed speculatson let elone empirical investigation. A great deal

of research has shown that the important aspects of texts are rememberéH
while less important aspects are forgo;ten. Importance, whether measured

by subjectlve ratings GM™text struc’tL’ is, has proven to be a power-

analysi 3
~ ‘

ful determlnant of the recall of explicitly stated material in text 1t

. ¢ A}
seems reasonable that it should a%so affect infereqce.

Importance: An Important Text Variable *. . ) ’ «

The effect of importance on memory for text. The early research on

-

memory for connected discourse of Binet and Henri and others soon revealed

- .

that when a group of subjects recall passages, some etements of the pas-

[N
.

sages are recalled by most subjects, while other elements are recalled by

almost no one. The items which most subjects reca)led wete judged by

the researchers to be more closely related to the.theme of the passage, oOfF
* L)

e

e — . .
mdre important. For example, Newman (1939) tested recall immediately after
¢ < * N . M

reading a-passage or after a retention intefval of several hours of sleep

. P
or waking. He found that ''essential'' story elements were better recalled

L

at the immediate test that ''unessential'’ story elements; and that the

essentla! elements showed much_!éss forgetting across the longer retention
1

intervals® Gomulicki (1956) lnvestsgated the immediate recall of prosé

passages'from 15 to 200 words., He found that although subjects -were eble

3
. .

to recall the shorter paséages verbatim, they were only able to recall

' the.more im rtant aspects Of the longer assages.
impor P > 9 p g \~<,/
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’, L1 ' - . # V\
" “Johnson (1970) developed a direct method of méasuriﬁg impartance.
Subjects were presented with a text that had previously*beén segmented into

pausal unjés (units between which pauses would be acceptable) and tpld
R [} . . . N

. -that»while some of the units were central and essential to the passage,
S «- others were of little importance and could be deleted with little or no

damage to the passage. The subjects were then” told td indicate those

. units vhich were legst .important and could therefore best be deleted.
Different groups of subjects were told to delete 1/4, 1/2, and 3/4 of the

/pausal units, and the number of subjects who deleted a givep unit became

the measure of importance. The passage was then administered to a second

.

group with instructions to learn it. Importance was found-to be a strong

-~

- determinant of recall over retenfion intervalssranging up to 63 days.

(- ’
.

A systematic, formal account of imbbntanze;came with the devélopment

of text structure models. Meyer and McConkie (1973) used a simp]e and
~ . . : '

intuitive method of discourse structure analysis. They had graduate

» -
» !

students outline a passage, and then converted the outlines to tree struc-

- tures. From these tree structures, three measures of the importance of an

idea Unit in the.structure of the passage were developed: a hierarchy

&

depth score, which measured. how high in the hierarchy the unit occurred;
a units beneath score, whi¢h measured the number of units which were ber

neath the_éiVEn unit in the'hierarchy; and a combined hiera}chy score, .
> .

whicticombined the abdve;twq‘measures, equal ly weighted; into a single,

N s

unified measure. Significant effects upon recall were found for all three
measures. Further, when significant effects of serial position and rated
! -

- _ #importance were found, these turned out to be largely due to the correla-

tion of those factors with hierarchical importance.

N
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i” - *x
a, - -
Kintsch has replicated the'rggults of Meyer and McConkie (1973},

t ' .
" using his ﬂ;re formal proposition descriptios. Kintsch's (Kintsch &
Keenan, 1973) propositional rank is essentially equiQélent to Meyer and -

McConKie's hierarchy.depth score, and Kintsch's counting of descendant
propositions ia analogous to Meyer and McConkie's units beneath score.
' - . . ® . .

¢ Using Kintsch's Sygt%T, Mckoon (1977) waz able to demonstraté€ that impor-

’

tant items are better recognized than uni rtant items.

Both Moyér and McConkie {1972) and Jatsch and Keenan (1973) tested

the effect of importance using different bortions of the same passage
N ey . g
' s - . B
with different importance values; therefore, importance was confounded

-

with the materiagl ‘involved.- Meyer (1975) eliminafeg‘this confounding by
3 T

-
writing two versions of a passage such ¢hat a target paragraph, which
. , \
. & N ." - - - ! . “
occurred in identical form and position in each.passage version, was very
- " . . ~ R . .
important in one versfion, and quite uhimportant in thes,other version.

imporgance was determined by height in a hierarchical text structure. -
|“a

deri by an analysis system based on & propositional text grammer which

- -

&eyer had developed from Grimes' (1975) system. Again, importance aided .

recall, since the térget paragraph was better recalled when it had been
’

presented in the passage version in which it wa¥ important. The ¢ffect of
importance was strong and significant on an immediate.recall test, and a

one week Helayed free recall revealed that the target paséage suffered

less forgetting when it was important. .

- Similar results have been found dsing the story grammar method of

,

,discourse analysis developed by Rumelhart (1975). Story grammars have been

> \

A . LS . .
developed to provide a schema-theoretic aqcount’éf text structure (see

» " Rumelhart & Ortony,-1977). Rumelhar.t (1977)- analyzed stories into ,

3
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hierarchical structures and presented them to subject} who had to recall , | =
. A “
oF summarize them. Those story elements which were more important if terms
- . - . T . :

of position in'the’ hierarchy were more likely to be recalled or included

in summaries. - . e

Importance and levels of processing. Although little attention has

been paid to the explanation of. why important materials are better recal]eJ! g

one bo;sib[llty is that subjects identify the important elements of the

passage and spend.more time or effort encoding those elements. The. levels
-

of processing notion of Amderson (1970, 1972) and Craik and Lockhart (1972,

4 v

Craik, 1973) can be applied to explain bette( recall of Important ?Iements

in terims of deeper or more meaningful encoding. . .
v ’ g - . ' ’ . '
Important elements are sem%ptlcally encoded and elaborated into a

’ -

rich and durable memorial representdtion. Unjmportant elements are, in

- A

general, processed only to the depth necessary tp determine that they .

.
.

are relatively unimportant, and are, in any case, not as deeply or ‘elab-"

oratively processed as the .mportant elements. The skilled reader,

realizing that he or she hasa'limited processing capacity and cannot
. L 4 .

deeply eacode all the information in the text during :éading (Frederiksen,

1972, 1975a, 1975b), identifies an abstract (Gomilicki, 1956) or core of

’

.

‘;}mportant mater fal for deep encoding. Since iﬂ$ortant(elements are more
o ’
LY

|

ERIC

[} . » .
.increases with the getention interval (e.g., Newman, 1939; Meyer, 1975). *

deeply encoded, .they are less subject to forgetting, an advantage that

However, morg semantic, eleborative processing of important materials '
« . ' Yo . -
should IeaJ not ‘ofly to better memory for the material that was explicitly
. -~ ' xl

[

. . .. . .
stated, but also to increased/:nferentlal processing. | have argued '
‘ ' - 1
/ ' .
throughout this paper that readers cdnnot drdw all possible inferences,

¢ [N
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.just as they cannot deeply encode all the explicit material. Therefore,

the reader will select the important elements for inferential elaboration;

. .

or, pht,adbther way,. the reader will be more likely to make an inference
/ _a 7/ . . -

.

if it is important. ' -

*

o0 4 d \ . .
Pichert and Anderson (1977% offer a slightly different account

- ek

of the effect of igportance: they grgue that, subjects emcode text by
using it to instatiate or fill the slots in preexisting knowledge struc-

tures cblled schemata. Important material .is important and better remem-

.

bered because it fills a slot in the schema that is being instantiated -

during reading. By this ac<count, fmpdrtant inferences would be made in

4 .

order to fill slots left unspecified in the text.

Importance as an inherent éspect of text: . Some snags. A common ,;'.

feature of discourse structure analyses, including those of Kintsch and
e

’

Meyer, as wgll as others such as Frederiksen (1972,31975c) and -Crothers
~ 4 ’ N I —
(15@2) is that they treat text structure as though it were an inherent
Y .. '
attribute of the text. Thus, Kintsch and Meyer detive a measure of the

-

of a text from the position of that element

~

importance of an element

in the structure of the text. Such an approacg can only be psychologically

. . : . . /. .
adequate if the meaning of text is in fact invariant across subjects and
¢ 2
/

contexts. These resg®rchers almost certainly never meant to imply ‘that

context 4!% subject factprs cquld be ignored in the repgﬁSentatién of

. L]
text, and the implication is gsurely false.

- -

Bransford and ¢ohnson'(1922)

and Schallert (1976) have demonstrated the importance of cpntekt. Brans-

ford and Johnson showed that a vague, opaquely written passage which in

s .. - :
isolation seemed nonsense and was very poorly recalled could become per~

«

‘fectly sensible’and easily recalled when given the proper title or illus-

ot

. . ¢ .
N .

s
»
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tration as context. qSchaf'le;rt showed that the same ambiguous passage

. could be given two very different heanings when precedeg by/diffeFent

«

title contexts. . . .o ' : ?
L &

Anderson, Reynolds, Schallert,-and G&etz (in press) uséd ambiguous

.

' . passages similar to’ those of Schallert.(1976) to show the effect o }rgader
- . )‘. N ) . .’— - . ) ’
interest and knowledge on the<ihterpretat)6n of text. They foun&l or

' . L4
instance, that upon reading a passage that was ambiguous between algeﬂ

- scription 9of a card game and en‘acgount of an instrumental quartet-prac-

- -
n .
° -

% ! N . .
tice, music studerts were far more likely to construct the latter tnter-
i . \ CT ) .
.. ! . Y . Cooar . "‘\

pretation than were physical educatjon students. - Pichert and Anderson

v

A ~

“x

~(4977);have demonstrated the ‘effect of reader perspective on th_

rated importance and recall of idea units in text. One of their passages

. lad . .
was a story aboidt two boys who played hooky from school and went to play

- -

at the home of one of" the boys. The passage cgﬁtained some information

.

which would be-of special interest to a prospective home buyer (e.g.,

information about new house siding, a fireplace, and & damp and musty

1) : ¢ "

» . basement), and other information which. would be more likely to interest
. Y N . A .“I
. a burglar (e.g., information 4dbout the existence and locatioh of 10-speed
Ay ?

bicycles and a color television, and the fact that no one was home on

Thursdays). - A rating study was conducted in whicth different groups of .
. . . } ‘ .
subjJects were asked to read the passage and rate the importance of »jdea «

units from the perspective of a home buyer.or from .the perspective af a
L]

! . -

burglar. A control group was told nothing about perspeéf?ve. If ¥mpor-

tance were an inhergnt aspect of text, as implied.by existing text anal-

" ysis systems, then assigned perspective sh uld have had no effect on sated

., d
-

. - f\ -
importance and the rank order correlation of the _rated importance of

ERIC T - T
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-,
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4 .

. - - e .
- N b

idea units between groups should have approached +1. This prediction was

clearly djscopfirmed‘by low intergrddb correlaxlon:" In a relgted study,

subJects who had been asslgned to one of the peerectlve condltlons read
\

L

the passage and later recalled it. . The importance rat1ngs from a glven

A . . \1
perspective were -the best gredlctors of the recall of subjects who read the
- . . ” - . ¢
pai;ége from that perspective. ,
] . . - Y
‘«.:.l i - ~ X . N |
‘The Present S tudy . . T « 4

Yin press) and Pichert and ﬂnderson (1977),

v

For example,

- 3

) , R . ' . )
Two experiments are reported. in which the effect of importance was * -

tested. Although differences between the knowledge and intere¥ts or per-

spective of readérs were emphasized in the reSearch of .Anderson et al, _.
> . id ‘ ~
there is also a :large \

body of knowledge, Oplnlon, and bellef whlch is shared by most members gf

{mportance can be manlpulated by tapplng these commonalltles
P

most pereons’ view a fatal plaqe crash as’ more |mer§2pt.£han

athme.

- .. . .
a routiné weather delgy. Therefore, an action g%vent which prevents
1f . 4 ,

i . t . . . .
a person from boarding @ ddomed plane‘is likely to be viewed as more im-

. » ‘9
portant than if the same actloﬁ‘er evgaF merely reduced tlme<spent
. ., K

walxlng for a delayed flight. ’I portanee Was manrpulated*nn thlS manher
in the experiments that are repdrted in this paper. © ° .@' s 'Jfa

Jn the present-studies;}ihportaaz_andxunimpertant“passage.Qersidds
were‘eonstructed :"that;thekplaUSIblllty of‘\he lnference " which was in-s
vestigated by Thorndyke (l976) dfd not var‘ o the’story abedt the: .
businestomadf t%e cause of her tardiness (h),Ts,quige imﬁortart in" the

. - ’ ' o, . .

version shown in"Figure 11 since this event savéd-heg.life by'making'her.ﬂ

. . , . . . N

miss a flibh; that. crashed (5).. By contrast, this implication‘isumUCh less
. . ) ‘ . . ) . i , L’ . o
significant in thé unimportant version in which it mecely\reddged her wait

- N
5

~ ‘ - . . B
o7 . \ - - . B
. )
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. ?
. for a d‘eﬁyed fl'nght The fact that the é‘rane crashed |n the |mpor:ant

. * °

'S . inference that she was late because sfi:é stopped to ‘talk to her 50q,_s,ince
- ¥ !

. . ,

whéthe\r‘ a plane cKashes or runs behlnd schedule IS not related in any sys-

_; ‘f.'t way to whe}ther a potentﬁal passange‘ is Iate due to family d],s~ - —
’ cussions, trafflc problems‘ chance reunions with o’Id fr|:nds o‘r‘ any cgther
- N pos bLe cause of lateness.- ‘ 3 Vo v ) .8 -:’
i o - n..‘addltion to "impor,t;énee‘, two ather "variab‘lle'g were studied. Saliehce

. -
- -

of the premise was varied by changlng the amount of detanl ‘Buemphasls

]
- ‘,l‘\".‘ . . ’ ‘ . .
3‘. given to th%ateraal that cued the' specnflc targef Jm\ce. Eprlicit_“ 4

"ness pf the target was vdried in orde®te. provide a control lco_nditio'n in

P3 ' S
.

which the target had been explicitty stated. oov A

/
. . v

L '
- - )

~

] , - In Experiment {, recognntnon was testﬁd‘“ns-mg a four -alternative

.
&, B

mu.]ti"ple—choice ‘tést: After selectlng an answer, the suthct rated%ﬂ

t

e 7 ,
.o ckSseness of thl‘s answ‘ér to the/orlglnal\passage.» The majdr prediction
"'ﬁ ! - . -) - . .

- was that importfc’e would increase’ the probability of an inferente being
. - - . * - £
made.. This wduld be re'flected-by a greater'proport’ion: correct on the
v , ' ‘ ’ ' .
.;jﬂ‘ |mpl|ed target questlons for importan:g'ssage ver5|ons than for un:mpor-

‘ Mrsnons A sumllar effect of |mportan§e was predlcted for subjects

‘@ LN .

who read the stated versions, a‘thls result would repllcate Mc Koon (1977)-

o “ [y

- angd.be in line vyth the. results, obtained by Johnson (1970),, Meye_r and‘ i
. ] N . [/ .

' :HcConkiej (ﬁ9ﬁ), and Kintsch and-Keenan .(1973). »Fur.th‘erl for those in- ,» ,

/_. . . . . .

%

- . . \ . . -
ferences correctly recognized, i? was“predicted that- the subject would

IR 's.age, which would he c@nsistdat '»&th the inferpret®tipn that the effect

>

of importgce was to increase.the probability that an\inference would b'e‘”

\ * e A )
f © made at €peoding. o T e af
. . N o . ®
' . » * » N \ .
A - . . - = -
. . . 4 L 4
- ! -~ - A
Q S ’ b N VI : ‘e
’ - ) . - - A '
ERIC A _— |
. : L i

version, however; dld nothlng to a'ffe’Ct ‘the plauslblllgz of the invited" v

.
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) - . .
~Salience of the premsie should only have an_effect wheh the target s
must. be inferred; o a si.gnifi)gmt effect of salience was bredictied.only

oA . — . , . ’

for subJects who read implied versions :

Recogmtlon of premise materlal ang matiial Oarled to creaté the, .

. s .

o importanﬁe manlpulailon was also tested, and the conditional probab)I |ty. ‘

' 4
- @{t AiT maJor predlctl

’

of answermg the target questlon correctly glven that the premise and/or

¢

|mportance manlpulatlon questlon Had been answex;ed correctly was computed.
. <

effect of .importance were fou.nd, one possible explanation wo ld be ,

<

"+ that impof‘ta'nce served to” improve the probability that an inference could

2 -

P

abmty: that a subject would retain

e thq

be made at test by, raisi*mg the

~ at test the information needed t |nference
L] L] B ‘ M .
Tecognition of the premise Material should be‘bett_er fo* important than .

[}

If this were true, |

unimpdrtant vehsions bat the probability of corr,ectty aﬁswering the target

queahon, condltlon* upon a co-?rect answer%he,premnse q
. g

. 4

uestion, s.hould

]

be unaPfec ted by importahce The corﬁltuonal proba“fnl ities were heq \o

examlne thls and other hypotheses . : .- : ‘ A

. LAY ) )
«FilleY questlons whlch tested memory) fog materla‘l unrelated. to. the

1.
-

¢ ?Qf

-

IF Jhe effect~of mpoptance was .to increase

A

mference were also i'ncluqed

the interest and memorablllty of the entire story, these filler questlonsﬂ
. [ Tx

ran

~

No effect was, predscted -
F) .
. . ’
. ‘ - . - - * l . .' N
-Experiment 11 .was a‘replllatlo'h of Ex‘perlment' Il using a cued recalt
-
ons: were thq,same for- Exper’sment ll as for Ex-
- 1

. . . ' B : D
*periment. |, o o

_would also show the «importance ef'fect.'
. ‘ .

& .
. .

]

pes

»

e

KR
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‘ , CHAPTER 11
AT ' EXPERIMENT | . P '
. ‘ C I .
\ , - . )
N Method v .

' Design. A six-way mixed factorial’'design was used with importance of
« ) . - - . ’ .
N the target {important vs. umimportant) as the within-subjects factor, and
’ . .

) salience of the premise (h}gh vs. low) and.%xplicitness of the target
. (stated vs. implica) as between-supjectsfactorS.. Two subject status vari- !rT

, . N . )
ables were analyzed, grade level (ninth and tenth graders vs. eleventh and
4 N / . .

twelfth graders), and verbal ability (Iow vs. high). Subjects were assigned

Ce s . 4 : ! ‘

to verbal abi!ity;conditions independently for' the two grade levels. List

- « «
4

(A vs.. B) was a~.tween-subjects factor used to couriﬂ?bajance importance
L4 L ﬂ(' ®. . 3
With passages. b
“ N . . i -

Subjects. The subjects were 184 °high school students from 3 rural .

' east Central lilinois high school with an approximate enrollment of 220..
! v -1
_ They were.run in groups of 15 to 30 students: =

Materials. Six sets of passages were created such that-all passage

~ yers}oﬁ§vwitﬁﬁn a set shared the same target inference. The passages,
n . , z ) ’
.ranging from 500 to 52Q words:.in length, were all fictional stories. Each
’ ) A}

‘- t @ -

. , passage set consjsted of eight passage versions,. one for each combination
/. AN ‘

© of importancéf salience, and-exPlicitneGs. Passage sets were constructed

3

so that within a ng the target inference was always the same and the various

& . versions were as similar to each other as possible, given the cthanges required
. ! . . Y . .
by (héiexpe}imenta! manipulations. For example, for Passage Set 1, the im-

.
- .

portant salient stated version of which is shown in-Eiqure 1, the only -

. Q‘ difference between stated and implied versions is that the former includes

. -

an explicitsstatement of the target inferencrt

i, She was late because she'd stopped to talk to her son.

4

_ N . , > e . -
Q . ) ' ‘ . . ‘1 ‘j / I . . N
E MC ® : .( *
P v ' v, . . .
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. . 7
_shown at (4) in Figure 1, which does not appear in the implied. versions.
The important and unimportant-wersions differ only in the final para-
Lo » ’ I )
graph and onf§ to the extent .necessary to vary the impartance of the target
inference. .In the important version of Passage Set 1, the main character’
. B L.
misses her original

1 4

flight which, she later discoveq&&¥trashes into the
\ﬁountains killing all aboard.

(5),

Insteép of thit material, which appemrs at

4

\ PN

thelunimportant versions state that:

She was told that her flight had been delayed in New York and

» would n;?iéepart until 3:30 p.m. To kill the'time, she ‘stopped

off at the coffee shop for -a late lunch and a copy of, Business’ '

Week magazine. Duyring the flight she studieg,some material on a

product fﬁtroduééd‘pﬂ{y the day before. Whep shearrived in Sap °

-

Francisco, a misty rain gés sweeping in off tHe bay.
¥ :

Thus, in the imgdrtaﬂi vers Yons, the inference that she pook time out to

‘ - ‘ o . ~
talk to her son i$ importantebacause this act, saved her life. |In the un-

1

—— [

14 - : ‘h M ’ . - -
impor tant vefsion, the only ‘effeét of. her talking. to her son is a reduction
. . . oL . = .
in the time she spent waidafg at’ the gdrport.

| ] - ’ X
tant aaﬁ unimportant versr
p :

Y

- For each passage set, impor-

- “

sfons'were match for the number of words.

% R . s
Salience of the*a&emiées was also maniputated. ,'Thus, at (2) in the
. ] , ‘ \l =~ -

oo -

: ) ) N
Passage™$et 1, the main character remembers that
. Y .

&

- B B * ' L) . *
she had promised to talk.to her son. By contrast the less*salient versions
. e N

highly salignt”yéésionqaf

* ’

state that: ‘ ® ) e '
o g , a.‘ . - .
"As she finished packing, Joan ‘remembered that her oldest son had
¢ - - R ‘ «
’ . . ; 4
+ ,wanted to talk to her before'she left “tgun. ..
Y - - ; /

NN .
Important and unimportant versions of different passage topics were

qindomly assigned to lists: thetimportant verstons of Paséages l; 2, and 8§
j L -
" g - . ’ *

. ] ' ‘
. : - N 2
R ’/' " .
. . f -5! = s

3

-

B 2
-
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N . ! . < 8
and the unimportant versions. of Passages 3, 4, and 6 ‘appeared.in List Ay,
0y » A ”—

the unimportant versions of Passages |, 2, "and 5 and the important versions .
of Passames 3, 4, and 6 appeared .in List B.- Stﬁdy booklets containing a
e T ) °
d
passage frgm €ach passage set were constructed from both lists for each of

¢

the four combinations of salience and explicitness. Within the study booklets,

. * } J
Passages were .ordered using ten random orders selected ynder the following

0

~. constraints: (a) for any ordér, no more than two important or two .unimpor-

\J '
s

tant passage versions occurred consecdtively, ‘b) across all ten orders, each

<

passage topic appearéd in each positiom at least once and not more than

twice, (c) acrosseall ten orders, important and unimportant versions ap- -

»

- peared equally often in every position. “
“t Neivd four-alternative multiple-choicé questions were prepared for‘eacq .
ig, _ passage. set. The qpestnons for Passage Set 1 are shown in Flgure 2. Each
, .

Y .

set of questlons included one target inference questlon one & two premise

v gquestions, a question whicw covered the information that was included in the
o, - - - - . 7

. L
importance manipulation, and as many (one or two) unrelated filler guestions
.\‘ v

‘ were needed to bring the total to five‘. The targét questiorjé querrijed
‘the inferences which are the focus of th; passages. The premise que§tion;
related to the }nformat}on which pointed toward the target inference, and

.o th impor?énce manipul;tion questions covered the part bf the story which

was changed in order to manipulate the importance of the target. The .
[ . ! "

e questions, appeared one to a page in test booklets in which the questions for

e each passage were blocked together. For each subject, the bloqys repeated

»

the order of the passages in the study booklet. Within hlocks, the order,

of the questions was the same far all subjects, with the target question

always first' and the importance*manipulation uestion always last. Each
A q c

’ | ‘ YT oo ‘ ‘ "

Q - .

ERIC - . . ~
s . . )

. Al
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?igure 2

S 4 Recognition Questions for‘Passage°SeE 1,

o
i t

A Career in Sales .t

L = - -
.

. .o Experiment |

' ‘ "
», - .. ~ .Jarget Question '
1.% Joan was late to the airport because: : o .
¢ T, =
. . a. she got a call from her exhusband. , T
.’ '

' b. she ran into some old. friends. R I ' .

c¢. she got caught in traffic.

. ) d. .éhe had to speak with her son. T
. ‘ : \ .
- , o ) R Premise Questions .

L.\‘As Joan finished patking she remembered: ‘ ' ' .
B . . -

R . a. That she was-expecting a call from her husband. ’ .

'b. that she and her son were supposed to have a_talk. 2
—— ’ ’ r

c. “that she had to call the airport to confirm her reservation.

a
*

- . d. that shg had to call her friends in San Francisco... . .
f - ’ A
* .. , . -, . - : ' -
. §. when Joan started packing: ' . ' C ot
> - . . ..
hd ’ \ . L]
' ' a. she barely had enough time to make it to the airport.

~

b. she had plenty of time to pack before her flight.
G. she knew that she would be late to the airport.

. d. she realiz at she had already missed her flight.

, [ ) * t
- 4 . P v




) w7
\ - |
\ »
: 'lmpor'tance Manipulation Question / o,
-' . - -- N - i PR i . ‘ ’
5. Joan's otiginal 2 o'clock flight to San Francisco: . -
a. departed late due to a o‘lay in New York. 7 .
. . ’
. h . »
. .+ .b. departed late -due to fog at O'Hare.
. c. crashed into )_he mownYains north of Denver. N :
3 d. crashed during takeoff at 0'Hare.:
: ' ‘ i
) $ ‘
. . g Filler Questio}\ \ ;-
* - 4 ~ . «
2. Joan's career 'in sales .
P o a. was roving ahead just as she had planned.
- . ‘b, was lagging-behind her expectations. . :
) e, had’ progressed much f'aster thag she had expect;d.
d. had recovered somewhat after a shaky start.
Numbers i~_ndic.ate the grder fip which Ithe questions
appaared in the test booklet. . .
~ . 5 " .
* A -~ \'\ [ .
‘ - ‘ P
-

. - ‘
. - !

1 ’ ‘

) ‘ ¢ ‘ '
e N

N - . '
‘ . [
» '
« ~ {1' ‘ - . o,
Q . - : T ' "
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question was immediately followed by the following b-point scale on which Lﬂb
/s

- L
subject was asked to rate how close the answer he or she selected was to the
. .' . ’ ) } ' l
original story: - N\ .
. ~
1. Exact quote from the story

3 Paraphrase of the story.

vo3. :jire.ctly implied by the story
. \

b, Consisieng with‘the story..
This rating was intluded W@cause the comparison of greatesf interest was
between i&péntant and unimportéﬁ% versions for the implAed target questions.
Traditional recognition js not ideal}y suited to this comparison,,since it
was developed to test thejaability to correctly identify stimuli which have

previously been enq@untered,and in the present oase, the subject bhad not
) - . « . Al ‘
seen the target in either condition of the comparison of interest. f. sub- -

- LA

.jects make Lnferences\%t reading, they should be more likely to think the

¥

inferences were stated in the original pdgsage than if they mdke the inference
. .

only at the testy The prediction was that the subjects would be more likely

to make inferencesduring reading if they were important, amd that this

4

Y, .
elfect would be reflgcted in their ratings.. . .

<

¥

The Wide Range Vocabulary Test (French, Eckstrom, & Price, 1963) was
used to assess verbal ability.

. Procedure. :The,study instructions direded the subjects to read and think

about each story, since they would later be given a test. Following fnstrucz

¢ions, Subjects were given 3} minutes to read each story. At the conclusion

of the sixth story, the Wide Range Vocabulary Test was administered. Sub-

. AN
jects were told-that there would be no penalty for gquessing, a that they

»

‘should not spend too much time on any one item since: they prob@bly would not
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v v -

have enough time to finish.” The subjects were given 4 minutes for the test.

,

‘Finally, thesubjects were given the recognition test. The subjects were . -

i‘ instructed to select the answer Ehey thought was correct based on the story,

and to choose an answer for every question, even if they had to guess.
Ihéy'were also asked to rate how close the answer they selected was to the
original story on the rating scale printed beneath each question. Subjeits

worked-at their own pace, but were enjoined to answer, the questions in

. 6rqer without looking ahead or going back.

i &
. Results o !
- Three types of‘measures were analyzeLi (1) Qroportion correct,
" (2) conditienal probabilities, and (3) ratings. Unless otherwise stated, all
%:a]yses of varianc? ;eeorted in this section were conduc ted embloyihg a
sfx-way mixed factorial;design with subjects as the réplicatEOn factor,

grade level, verbal abilitys list, explicitness, and salience as between- o
subjects factors; and importance as a within-subjects factor. ‘

, Pfqportion‘borrect. Proportion torrect scores were calculated for each

. of the fburld:;:??an Jypes, "target, premise, importance manipulation, and fﬂd .
¢ .

L4 . -
filler. In each case, two scores were calculated for each subject by cot-

lapsing across the three important and three unimportant passages. .Signifi-
cant effects for'all four measures are summarized in Table 1. In all of the

anaJyses,.éain effects were found for grade level and verbal ability, re-

-

flecting the fact that subjects from the ninth and tenth grades and those

. - ! .
with low verbal ability scores answered fewer questions correctly. )
. k3 . - . .

a Target. The focus of the study was to test whether manipulating

. ) o,
the importance of an ‘inference would affect the probability that it would be
- \ F]

- . & i - ' .
made. -The proportion of tardet questions answered correctly provided the

-




. Table 1

. L) Lo
Summary of Significant F-values for the Proportion Correct-Measure for

L 4

the Four Question Types, Experimedt |-

, ) Question Type
Effects® = - P g

Target “Premise Im?ortan?e Filler
Manipulation

C e

¥

(4
.

Importance of .Target (1) ) by 7H%

Salience of the Premise (S)

Explicitness of the Target

(B)
Grade (G)
Verbal Ability (VA)
|

‘.':p < _05
“#p < .01

‘aDegrees of freedom for all F-values were 1,152, *
-~

-
.
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i
most glrect measure of the hypothe5|s Table 2 shows the mean proportlon

3

correct for gach meortancq, sallence,and explicitness condition.
The effect 3j_importance (tmportant = .86, Unimpomstant = .83) was not

§ignifi%9nt overali.' However, the major prediction was }hat importance would

ha;e én.effect on the probability that an Inference would be made. Since

the target was only an inference for the. |mpl|ed condition, the €ritical test

of impor tance applled only to the implied condltlon Consistent with this
.

"prediction, a significant Importance X Explicitness interaction was found.

Simple effects analyses of this interaction revealed that the important

passages produced significantly higher scores than the unimpo;?aﬁt passages

» -

for the il&lied condition (Important = .81, Unimportant = .74), F(1,152) =
7.2, p < .0].» Tﬁus, the importanee of the target inference had a signifi-
cant effect on the probability that the inference would be made§ Importance
had no effect when the target was explicitly statgd (Important = .91,
Unimportant = .92), F(1,152) = 0.3, possibly because of % ceiling effect.

- As expected, target questions wereﬁmo;e often correct ) nswered’when
they had been stated than implied (.92 vs. 2@) and when the bremise was .
highly salient than when the premise was less salient (.88 vs. .82):

Simple mafn efF\Ets tests on the significant Salience X Explicitness inter-
actioh Shod!d that the effect of salience was highly Sigﬁificant for the

’

implied condition (Low = .71, High = .84), Eﬁl;l52) = 13.6, p < .01, and

t'qtaIZabseq': for the stated condition (Low = .92, High = .92), F(1,152) =
.02. alience X Explicitness X Verbal 6bilfty interaction reached signif-

’
_igance, apparently because the Salignce X‘Explicitness interaction held only ,

for‘léw,vérbal ability students.

-
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Table 2 : e
Mean Proportion Correct fo;‘ the
S Target Questions, Experiment |
Imporsance of the target
Explicitness of Salience of - -
the 4arget the premise - Important .Unimportant Total
High - .90 .93 . .92,
- Stated Low .92 .92 .92
Total .91 .92 .92
High .88 79 .8k -
\v ’ . ‘r =
Implied Low' .75 . .68 Loow N
\ Total .81 .74 . .18
- High ) .89 . .86 .88
Total Low .84 .80 .82
Total , .86 .83
P '
L] * ,
' D2
. .
' '

yu,
[




/

' " ¥ ~ . "”
. ' - . L 47

.
[l

I3
.

Two |nteractfons involving list may seem to cloud the issue.” The

-

Importance X List (Yable 3A) interaction seems to indicate.a reversal |n the

=¥ :
_importance effect between Fists. Howevef, list was merély a counterbalancing
’ . . =0 . ’ 14
factor, and, for either list, importance,was confounded with passages. A
P .

consistent. trend for importance was observed when the ‘data were ordered by

»
<+, passages (Table 38). The sngnificant Importance X Expllcltne%s X'llst Tintér-

action also can be tipced to d|fferences among passages, and is of no con-
Sequence. One fourth-order interaction reached signif4cance.
P Premise. For the analysis of premise questfons,‘neither :he im-
portance»nof explicithesc of the target produced a*sighificant effect. ’
Surpri{ihg]y, safience of the premise had na effect on recognition of,;he
L “ .
premise. The only significant second-order Ynteraction was the Importance
N N o8 - ’ -

X List interaction which'resulted from a difference in the difficulty of the

» ’ - 1 ‘ ’ ) ) ’
pagl®ge groups.
. T Importance manipulation. This analysis involved questions which
- N . J
querried thée portion of the passage which was changed in order to manipulate

.

. & ’ ) > . .
the importance-of the target. The proportton of these guestions correctly
s

answered was much higher for the important than for (he unimportant coh—

datlon (. 9} vs. .79). The effect of list’ (A .83, B 89) approached

tr

}

sngnlflcance‘(p = 06)* while expllcitness and salience were not\5|gn|f|cant

L] hd . %

The significant Imporeance X Verbal Ability interaction was subjected

to simple main effects analyses which showed that the difference between

- .
4

high and low verbal ability subjects was not gignificant for important items,
F(1,152) = 2.2, Differences in verbal abflity were highly significant for

‘ ]

z) . .

unlmportant items, F(1, 152) = 27 8, p < .0l Tbg,?ignificant‘fmpcrtance X"

Sallence X Verbal abl#nty interaction could be attrubUted 'to the mackedly

b
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Table 3A
. g Iy

, Cell Means for the Interaction of List and
Importance on the Proportion Correct
for the Target Quesgion, Experiment |

v, B ’

List ~
-~ . . /
"t . A B
!
v =~ o
Important v,92 .89
. . \ -,
' Unimpdrtant .75 91
& ‘ .
‘/ ' L > . ] . k
L 7
‘&, *»

Wy . ) .
: Tag'. 38 . ,
Cell Means for the lnteraction of List &hd
Importance on the Proportion Corpect for
the Target Question, Reordered’ by
Passages, Experiment 1*
¢ %

'

Passages’
>

“ 1)2)5 R 3)1',.6'
. Iméortant . ‘ .92(A) - .80(B)
., Uni;ﬁorténtﬁ ) ".91(321 .75(A)

xL1st membership shown «in paréhtheses_‘
» 4 . b

;
4 4
* s
« » - .
0
» N . N o
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. .
* ) . L
- - L)
{—;‘
o
J 4
.
”
, -
¢ ¢
-~ ¢ .
s 14

[}




-
Y

- . 4 -

[

§ : . ‘- s ) ’ R .
s ) , Th&,lmnortance ‘X Lrst lntera/{t(on was " slgnl?lcant .Qa,io, this was
" ! due to differences in the dtffltult.y of the pasgages. "he effect ‘of impor-
. K tance was consistent across the two passage groups ) s g :
¢ N ’ .
A ’T‘h . F’illen. None of te main effects of the experlmental fé'ftors ap-
.o ' proad‘ied sngmf-&;ance, F(1,152) <1, in all cases. A T
A . 1 4
S Y , ™~ ) ’ . .
<L "o 'probabilities. In each passage set, the premise conta,ined
-, | ]
. EA Y . ' - - . . - M .
- ,lnformatéon was needed to make th‘;/c:rget inference, and the importance
~ \& -+ oy A \“{ ' .
€ ~man|pulat|on served to estaLHsh the |mportance of the inference, It Clas ;
t 3 - S
RSN therefore dec‘ided fo exami'ne the prob’ab lity of correctly answering the tar-
.' ‘( . ¥ ' n P
C get |tems .con t|onal uh,a cqrrect answer of (I) the premlse questlon,
L . (2) the |mportance man u-pulatlon questloh 'and (3) both‘the"emlse and . tr@
*a 6—'»% v . - f Pt
L |mportance mampulanon quest.lqns. An@lyses of varrance were conducted on °
" - . .. ’ 'S #,
the condltlonal probabllltles A summary of all significant effects for
. 4 = the ‘three measd‘res is%hown in Table 4. © ] P ‘
. ;- Pasgs'ages I and 2 had two premise questions. "For these passages the
A} .
. premnse was counted correct only if both quest!ons were &forrectly answered "'
. For the probablilty of correctly answering a target .question, §iven that the

r - < R4 ’ h
. ¥ : : " \ Lo !
premise &uesti"on was correctly answered, the main effect of importance '.- ¢ |

L] R ~

:(Importaht = .87, Unimportant =,84) did not reach signifigance.", However,
> :
g . further analyses of the 5|gn|?|cant ImportanCe X Epr|C|tness lntera%lonr‘

*
s’

revealed J\hat rﬂanlpuitnng 1mportance made a sngnlflcant dlfference for

a

,a‘v » |m’pL|ed yer;snons (lmportant & .814,. Unimportant = .75) F(l 149) = 9.9, .
e p < Og ‘but not for stated versions (Importarﬂ = .91, Unimportant = ,94),

» \

o fﬂo. < 1. Slmnlar\y, the Sa\lenpe X Explacntnes eragg ion resul ted

SRR AR ‘. N
Q ¢ ’ R : " e ’ e .,
ERIC . * - : ~ e oL "\
! . . .

e/ . .
[ _".

[ ’ N
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% S~ T o Tableh j . "

’ : . e .
- . Summary of wnlflqant F va’T j' -
’ K a for T 4 1. Probabil E t | R | )
tleS xperimen .
% ’ or Three 'Con itiona ’ro abi |‘ ‘ ; o] : , u,x -
; - - - . [y - - . i‘!‘ 4.. v
S .‘ " : Conditional Probab‘ﬁ'ities A

. . coe Effects " ’ ', P(Ta'rget|', fu(Tar‘get|Premtse ‘é, e R
ARy ? ' . = F'(Targetl Importance b and Importance .
‘ : : T 2 Premlse) Manlpulatlon) Hampu’!qtion) ,

- . > SN L -
. ’ » n.» * . ) ’ . . . '_.
o ' Expl!wness af the L R ) 4

’ . Targetl(B) 25.9% L 33umx T - 1.2

. Grade (6) . T hbw o SRR ¢
" Verbal Ability (VA) L. 5 5.65 ay
~ "‘ . T T N f ¥ .’ . -

Ifportance of the . o -

. ."_’a:rget (1) x E 6. 8w 7 ‘ S 5.7+
B D 9 . . . * .

3. . Rk : ’
¥ .1 x List (L) . 88__31-':.- .,39.1,-.&;& 75. Gax

) 1]
Salience of the - . L o "
Premise (S) x E ‘5.1,::- 11, 25% 5. 8% L .
'./ i ) < '»-e ‘ ‘.
/7 ) 4G x VA 6.2 635+ 5

. i Sl x EXxL ’ 29_1:’-t'- : 7:51‘57 N ]7.8"“:‘ '

xGxt « t & hogioc el 3,85 i

mt

1 xExGXxL, © 8.0 . e S .-

. ’ ' .‘ S' X E'x G x ‘VA . - % . ‘ 7:6%% | = sl /
. / i :

. . LI . * . . :. .
5 . J"‘B < .05 o - i L .. .
. S ‘ xp < .01 RP o . \\ T Y
\ ! , ’ ‘ “ 4 \’ . y :

- - LIS

f.corrdctly qiven
Degrees of freedom

3 .y .-
Probability-of answering the ta
that the jpremise question was answered torrectly

R for ‘these F-values were 1,149, ’ ' " .
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oo . Table 4 (Continued)
‘. N .
- be Lo . : . ¢
Probabiltity of answering the target quesi@on correctly given
- that the importance manipulatiom question was answered correctly.
Degrees of freedom for these F-yplues were 1,144,
~ . '— - . - -
T Cp” - . : . -
. . ‘Probabijlity of answering the target question Acc’)rreCtly given :
that the,premise and importance manipulatibn questions were answered
- correctly. Deggees of freedom for these F-values were 1,131. - -
- 7 N - . ! - *
~ . - N N r
. e/ . R
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“from the* signlftcant simple main effect of sallence for the implied verSLons
N ’. .

.

(Low = ~ 74, High = .84) F(l 149) = 8, 3, p < .01, and the absence of a sall-

~

ence effect for stated versions (Low = 9h iHigh = .91), F(1, 149) <1 N

v

Overall, the main effect of salience falled S|gnjf1cance - The condltional
.

probablll,ty was much higher for ,staated thaﬂlmplled,targets {. 93 Js ,79)

)
The lmportance X, Llst and Importance X Expllcltness X ‘tst unteractlohs were

@

[ ) . -
of verbal ability and grade level,  as well as thet( S|gn|f[cant econd-
1 . : :
order interaction wére caused by the poor performance of the d{::h and tenth

-

graders with low'Qerbal'ability scores. , ' ‘i

In the:analysis of the probability of correctly answering the target

question given that the importance mapipulation was correctly answered, the
. " 4 -

LN .

only experimental variable which proJuced a main effect was explicitness,

-

’

. r*
*2tion (Higt‘(\‘ 810 Low ‘70) . .

\

as explicit vergions resulted:in higher conditional probabilities (.93

S . N
vs. .77). The lmportance X Expllcxtness interaction only agproached snd' '
. .. . P .

nigicance, F(%, lbk) , p-= .08; however the stmpkeimain effectfof

.
L

rtance  was again S|gn|f|oant for passages in whlch the target was,

implied (Important = .81, Unimportant = .74), F F(1 lkk) = 4.4, p < .05.
. ¥
Differences in the difficulty of the passages® produced significant Im-

4 . B . 4
A

portance $ List and Importance X Explicitness X List interactions. The

, 9 ) : = .
Salience X Explicitness inferaction was significant and the salience main
-9 - L
effect apgroached significance, .F(1,144)= 370, p = .09, as Mighly salient

'

premises produced higher conditional probabilit}qs in the, implied condi-
L3 v
. i -

DI A

For the analysis of the probabxl|ty that the target ‘question las

¢

correctly answered,_glven that both the premise and |mportance manipula-
P . .

. . -y i - +
. 3 .

N

D

)

+*
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tjon quesgions were correctly answefed, the critical lmportance X Explicit-
- - i - . “ . '

Nness interaction again reached‘signjficg;lce, as the im[;oi't'ar\t passage ver-
Ty T .= . . | . - L : )
sions produced higher conditjonal probabilities than did the uhimportant .

. v’
versions for the implied condition (.8hvs. .37), .but(j,[nportance produced no

. effect when/the target was stated. The S.aqlﬂi‘%e X.Exp]ic}tness interaction

.
v

reached ignifié‘ance as highly-sal’i:ant premises increased the conditional

probability for implied targets (.85 vs. .76)', but not- fof stated targets.

) .Passaggs in which the target was stated produced much,_high_e’r'sco’rqs tbarﬁm- »

o ~ - . LY
plied passages (.93 °vs..80) while the main effects of both tmportance and
' ) N\ . . '
A salience failed significance. Once again differences in the difficulty of
’ L L 4

‘the passag®s were reflected in significant Importance X List and Importance

X Expl.icitne_ss X List ir%eract'ions. Ihe mafn effects ®f 'grade level and ver-
bal ability faileds significBace, but their second-order .interaetion was sig- Y

#° nificant, due to the poor pardegpance of “Yow ‘'verbal ability rl\in"th and tenth-
grade students. u D R ‘ ,“\'\ e

*. ’
' - < ' )

. " Ratings. The subjects'.ratings were subjected to analyses of variance.
9 jects _

N

L

a .

These ratings- indi‘c‘:ated the perceived closeness of the /Eelected alternati\./e‘
to the passage-on the following.scale: ’ . ) ’
[
1 =’Exact quote from the story A
- 2 = ParapH‘r’ase of the stcry‘ ) - " ) . . - 3
, 3 ‘%Diréc‘tl'y implied by the itory ) = ‘ B . .
t b = Consistent with the,story.‘ . . e - . ) _ ‘_'
) l't should be rnte*d thi& tower 'ratvings indicate greater perceiv?d closenc.ass. ., g
R Oniy the rétings:f L@:orréc't'i*y"answered items were entéred‘in thf analyses.
. . .
; In order to be inc' ed in an anélysis, a subjec't‘was~{equired to hav’e at
o ) S
_least one correct response "for each tmportance cond_it_i‘o_n.\ gignificanl \ o
’ . ' . . \.,"

effects from analyses of variance on ratings of the target, premise, and

. ' s
. | »

?
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) * importance manlpulatlon questsons are summatnied in Table 5,
- * o )
! N Target. Table 6 shows the mean ratlng for each combinat¥en
\- v d-

of importance, sa[ience, anq.explicitnfss. " When the‘target had beeh stated,
it was rated as much closer to the presented sext than when it had been

. |mb||ed (1.90 vs. 2.56), F(I,IQS) = 50.6, p < .01. The fact that the

ratlngs were sensltlve to thIS manlpulatson provides evndencq .for the -
L i
‘ " validity of this measure. e . . b
« L « . - '~'f »
The most interesting comparison produced a significant reSult: the

- N .

' . targets from important yersions were rated g5 ¢tloser to the passage than >

- . ’ . . . . p
those from unimportant versions (2.16 vs: i‘io) The lmp_ortan(!; X Explicit- -

. LN ’, :

. ness interaction approached. sugnlfucance, F{1,145) = p=.09. The

g)fference between , important and unimportant targets was greater for the:
L " ) ‘.

imp¥¥ed~{ Important.= 2.4&,‘Unimportant:=£‘69) than stated tohdition (Im-

a

T M . portant = 1. 88, Unimpertant = 1.92). Simple main effects tests confirmed
~ ti‘t the importance effect’ was sngnsflcant only for ‘the” implied condutoorf
» ) ¢ ¢ v

F(1,145) = 10.4, p < .01, T

-

Ninth and tenth graders tended t® use lower ratings tHan did eleyenth
> and twelfth graders (2.09 vs.. 2.37). The Expficitness X Grade,Level inter-'

action was tested for snmple main effect; The sumple effect of grade
. LI *’

. leygl was sugnlfacant in the Amplied cond&tlon (Low = 2.30, Hqgh = 2.82),

’ 15(1,1h5) =17.1, P < .81, dut not in'the‘gtated.c?ndition (Low ;.1.87,
High = 192 Y, 1hs)<’ - o b '
Ip ‘order to permut[a direct test of the predlctlon that |mportant

[y

> -

v - -

targets would more- of ten bé rated as having been, stated in the passage than
L]

- unimportant t;‘gets, the rating data were collapsed 'in order to compute




Table 5

Summary of Sigﬁificant,ﬁjvalues for the Rated Closeness to the
Original Pagsage for .Three Question Types, Exgerimeﬁt |

‘/ - .
[

‘'
rd

‘ ) Question Type °

~”’ .

Effects . . a . b. Importancd :
Target  Premise Manipulationc

;Importancé of the Target * ) ' 5.9% - , 21.2%"

‘Explicitness of the Target (E) 50. 6u* ' 5.9%

‘ -

Grade (G) . 9.2 h.0*

2

* cList (L) - -

G
-

3

<

‘ 1]
‘Salience of the Premise (S)
E x Verbal Ability (VA)

-~ Te : P .
E x G x VA 5, Lx

1

E x VA x L 6.8%

A

x-S x E x G x VA x

. ,':E S ‘05 ; ‘\

,.::R < '0] .
. . .
aDegrees of freedom for .these ff!l]ues were 1,145,
- bDegrees of freedom for- these F-values were ],1b9.°

cDegrees of freedom.for-these F-values were 1,144,




‘ 56
+ ‘ ) . '
/ . - . .
| V 4 , : . ’
vy -
{ - . r ‘(
[} » - } . ‘ .
Table 6 - 1‘ .
Mean Rated Closeness to the Passage* for .
Correctly Answered Target Questions, Experiment |
. ) I (4
. tmpartance of the ‘target )
Expliciagess of Salience of - :
~“the target the premise Important Unimportant” .Fotad
- o
High 1.92 - 2.02 1.97
o .
Stated ) Low 1.83 1.82 1.83
‘ 1.88 © 1,92 | 1.90 ’
( Total ] {-9 &
» - . L
a N (-] . l‘
High 2.46 2.61 2.5 .
Implied» Low 2.42 f2.76 2.59
. Total- . 2.44 . 2.69 2.56
[ 4 o ' - - *
" ' “High * & 29 2.32 2,25
. . - \ .
Total Low * 213 Y 2.28 Q 2.21 - -
. Total - 2.16 2.30
;4 i ’ - ,
sRating scale used was as follows: .
1 = Exact quote of ‘the story ) ’ ;
2 = Paraphrase of the story s ’
3 = Directly imp]ﬁed~by the story . (
v L = Consjstent with the story ’
- 7/
(. §
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_ the proportion pf items which were judged to have been stated in the

passage, that is, the number of correctly answered target questions which

received a Eatiﬁg of lor2. Lhe means organifed by the three experimental

variables are shown in Table 7. Important targets were indeed more oftén.

rated as having been stated in the'passage than unimportant targets (.66
- - . -

vs. .58), Ejl,ihs) = 6.7, p < .05. This effect was especially gronounced
for implied targets.(lmp%{tant = .50, Unimportant = .39).° This analysis
further émphasized the subjects' ability to distinguish between stated (.79)

.

and implied (.45) versions, F(1,145) = 63.3, p <7.01. None of the inter:

actions involving importance approached significance.,

Premise. Neither the salience of the premise nor -the impogtance
of the inference affected premise ratfngs: The premise was rated as closer
. . ) L
to the original passage ‘gr implied than for stated versions (1.73 vs.
1.91). Eleventh and twelfth gr!ﬁers rated the premise as closer to the
) .

&
original than did niMth~and tenth graders (1.75 vs. 1.90). ‘
4 ' — . . < . i . Y . )

- Imporfance manipulation. The analysis of variance on rata;EF\Qf
/ LS - : ' ’
impdrtance maniﬁﬁlation questions yielded three significant effects. The

‘ .

important versions were rated much closer than were unimportant versions

(1.77 vs. 2.02). his difference was far more pronounced for the group A

t .

of Passages 3, 4, and 6 (important = 1.75,1Enimportant ='2.17) than for
o . , .

Passages 1, 2, and 5 (important = 1.79, Unimportant = 4.86) as shown by the

U
'
‘si?nificant Importance X List interaction reordered by passages. Finally,
. - ) .
. the*main effect of list was significant (A = 1.98, 8 = 1.80).

’ .

Summary of the results: Experiment I. -When people read text, they are

L J

more likely to make an infereﬁce'pased on that text if the inference is

-

important to the stdry'they‘aréhreading. This is evidenced by the fact &

b4

.




Table 7

PR R .

Pr'opor'tion of Correctly Ahswer;d' Target Quest iﬁns

v

. . , :
Rated as tiavi* been Stated in the Text, Experiment |
\ . .t ’ Importance of.the target
. . -
Explicitness of Salience of . ' e : :
° the target the premise . Important . Unimportant Total ,
J * - = » .
’ High " .78 71 74
4 . ’ / . N
Stated Low = .84 ™ .83 . : .83 -

Total Y I ¥ .78

< ' -« — ¢ High T I 43 48
“Implied . ' Low .53, .36 R

T " Total .50 .39 45 :
. ’ : ' C
- ! High ~-63,. - . «57 s -t)>0 .
* . , ) s
' ’ i . - >
Total Lo .68 } N ’
o ‘ w ' ,59‘ : L
. . Total T .66 .58 )




_that for' implied_passage versions, in which the answer to the target ques-

tion had to be inferred, correct recognition of the target was greateF after .

-— , —Teating Hportant—pas i —un-impertan ons. No - . .

effect of importance was found far targets which had been stated. Salience

of the premise also had an effect dn the probability of cor}ectiy inferring

- . Ld

. ’ {
.an implied target. For passages in which the target had been stated,

salience had no effect. Not surprisingly, subjects in th\stated condition,

who read passages whi¢h contained statements of ‘the target, did far better

-

than subjects in the implied condition.

> ~ ) hd 4

-

Premises contained information which invited the target inference.

' . .

No effect of the explicitness or importance of the target on the recog-

9 »
<
nition of premise information was found. Wheq-performance on the target was

- .
conditionalized on correct recognition of premisesipformation, important .

’

inferences were still more likely to be correctly recognized.
. Yq . 4 .

The . importance manipulation questions tested the information which
)
extablished the importanceof the target inference in the passage. The pro-

portion of importance. manipulation questions correctly answered was much

higher for important passage versions than for unimportant versions. -The
_— .

/
form and meaning of the importance manipulation material ‘was confounded

i . . ‘
with importance value, however, so the interpretation of this fié&*ng is .

unclear. The probability of the target being correct, given that the %
.. + -~ - ' .

{Mportance marftipulation question was correctly answered, was greater for

important implied passaﬁ%s than‘for unimportant implied passages.

. When target question performance was conditionalized on correct

answers to both premise and importance manipulation questions, the"simpli

4

- main effect of importance for the imﬁﬁied condition again confirmed the

t .t -

~

EI{ILC Lo ! L r ‘ I

s -




.- ” . - 4
advantage of imporftant |nferences In this analysis the main effects of grade

level and verbal ablllty, which were highly significant for the simple pro-
I .

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

portion correct of targetg‘!gms (and the proportlon correct of -all other

question types as well), failed significapce. Thus, once scores for pas-

sages on which the subject failed fo encode and retain the information
- v & .

related to the targét had been discounted, no effect of grade Igyel'dr'

verbal ability remained. -

. - w e )
Unrelated or filler questions.were also included and analyzed. The

’
»

possibility of the importance effect being doe to some sof% ©f diffuse,

nonspecific facilitation was disconfirmed by the absenge of any effect of

~
v

importance on these filler items. -

A

. '
The présent study alsq involved a rating of how close an Answer-was .

. - 4 '

o of/ n
to the original passage. As predicted, important inferences /were rated as

. >
closer to the original passage than unimportant inferences. An additional

. . ’
o -

apalysis revealed that importance increased the proportion of inferred
targets rited as having peen‘explicitly stated in the passage. The ratings

of target questions proved highly sensitive to the explicitness of ‘the -

. -

target: subjects who read ba553935‘3n'whicH the target was stated were far
dbre likely to rate it as expliéitly stated than were subjects who read

passages in which the target was implied. . . ‘ :
\ ¢ \

Premise questions were rated as closer to the orjginal passage for

implied than for.stated passages.-’ This suggests that subjectsuprocessed

premises more deeply or extensively when they were needed to derive an Lo

P N . “e B
inference. These ratings might be seen as a moré sensitive measure of
) ’ [ ’

comprehehsion gnd memory, since no effect of the explicitness of the

1

_target was found fer the proportion of premise questions correctly answered.
. .

I
. . ‘ .

!
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- - -

However; premises in passages in which ;He target was-important were not

s ”

rated as closer to the passage, altﬁough deeper processing of the premise

was predicted for this condition.’ ] .
P , .

The importance manipulation questlions were rated as closer to the

. , Y

original important pd%sadeg than to the unimportapt péséages:’but since. -

Fe

the form and content of this_méterial was confounded with impoftance value, *

. N

- B - - .
this result js ambiguous. v T T g

The major predictions of the study were thus confirmed: important

. ¢ . P . . i 2 . . N
inferences were more often correctly recognized-and also were more likely
. . . Do

to be rated as having been explicitly stated in the passage’ than were

unimportant inferences. Highlyvexplicit prpmisé&.also increased tHe 1ike-

1

lihood that impkigd targets would be correctly recognized.

.
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EXPERIMENT I - . .
’ o
‘A - ‘ . . -
.Method . ) T ) '
" . .. N ‘¥ P. .
Design.” The design was the samg as that for Experiment I.
~ - . % . ¢ “ \ e 4 ©
v Subjects. The subjects were 198 stadents from a high school in ea/s‘/ ..
‘\- . , . M N i - . ® ~ ~‘
. central Illinois afd aQ\igl-(scthl in Northwestern Ohio.,, They were run in » .
» . . . . ) e . R . .
. - graups of 15 to 30 students. ‘ - ‘ : - .
' te B - . } - ; , ¢
. Materias. ‘The passages were the same” as those used in Experiment |.
i - RN " { ST ) .
. Four_cbmpletion Yguestions were Prepared fos ebch passage. The questions for .
e . ¢ P ’ , o ¢
Passage 1 are’ shown in Figure 3. Each question set contained a target v
N ! ) ' ] u
question, an importance manipulation question, and one or two premise .
- ¢ >
questions. A filler question was included for those question sets with one
- ~ : s R , ‘ . ,
. premise question in order to equate the number of questions per passage.
- ’ Questions werenmesented in bof«h'ts as in Experiment |I.
R ) [4
‘ Procedure. Instructions and procedures for.the studyyphase and vocab-
. . . . .
ulary test were the dame as for Experiment |. Test instructions stressed .
. - - ) . ‘ Y ¢
) that the subjects should work through the booklet in order and that they
i . :
should apswer as many guestions as possible. They were told to answer the
) -2 ‘ Y ‘ .
LT questions according to thé.story, with answers that might be st a few words
and should never be "longer ‘than a %eptence or two.'  Subjects were~told”
i “i »Y‘ ) f Y ' ' o "
to. work at theiv own pace. , et e, . - .
- PR ’r o . .
- P - .- N . " 'y ‘ . < 1
« ,Results - : . e . . -
. - . ," - '_' . g [3 : . T
g Answers were scored for gist.. |f am answer was essentially a para- :
o N ¥ o . L . N -
phrase of the story eleéement, or a verbatim representatlton, it was Scored B
" ' N . - 2 . ’ ‘ K J . . . !
correct:. * | f Some materjal was added to, deleted from, or distorted in the .
-, ) .. . S .'w"' . - : e w . ‘«- ‘ g
answer, s0 as toschange its ¥ieaning, but the answer was stitll identifiable
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PAruntext provided oy enic [N

v

-y

‘nidicant verbal ablhty and grade level €ffects..

-t

o0 - ‘e
as related»tWOryre!ement it was scored as partially correct. The

e, - .

scornng was éone by a highly sk:Hed assistant who was not aware' bf tlﬂ na-,
‘ .
. N - » 'Voe

ture of the exper,imen\t. The experimenter independently scor.edA twenty .

-~
2 . A

“}w*ols. The interrater reliability was .90,y - .
» . L ) ’

' Proportion correct and partially cor " Analyses were conducted
- . & M '

i )
= ; . .
_orL,i«he/MO\pof‘tion correct, and propo’r"tion c8rrect or partially correct for
L

e
-

target'fppremise,'and impor tance manipulat+ questions. *ille.r ‘ques‘tions‘

. . s

:wérq not analyzEd because not. all pas S had filler questiohs. Except

Lt -
2 .

-

. LN .® . ) . .
where-noted, all analyses of variance reported below were sixfway mixed,

P
\

analyses with importance as’the with\in-subjects factor and salience, explicit-

.

ness; list, yrade level, and verbal ability as betwgen-subjects factors.

- - N -

.. . — A ‘»
Significant effects for the analyses of propor®ion correct and partiajly

4 - . . . . .
correct for the target, premise, and vmportanr_e manlpulatlon‘quesnon

s
shown in Table 8. .,ln each analysw, subject»s wuth hngh ve(Pal abllnty and

'

students in the hdgher grade level pcrforme.d better, as ev1der1§ed by sig-

. -~ ~ . -

. .
i '
/ ’ - s )y - } :
Iarggt.. The mean*proportnon correct and partially correct for
. .t - ‘ '3

- \

the targét'quest,ions is reported by importa#ce, saHéch: and exp/licitneis

..

‘

A ' .
in Table 9. For.the proportion correct,‘nmportant verssons irodugcd higher
L]

scorehthqn unlmportant ve.r;uons (. 70 Vs.. 69 \Simple main 4cts tests

¥
ori“ the: sngnnf:cant Importance X Explicitness’ *teract,lop revea!ed L&at im-

Y

! ' \ .. ‘ .
portant 'pa'ssages exceeded unimportant passages in the imglied condition -

{‘(;GO’VS- A7), F 156) , P .61, _Thus, the effect of impar.tan.ce on

v ! N ¥ !
the probabi}ity of an inferemc® was replicated with cued recall’ " The effect

v

9 _ . ) ‘ - . . . r
of impertance (Important P .79, Un‘lmport-ant = .78) falléd signtficance. for

' L . W e .o
the stated versions, F(1,166) - °T, When the salience of the premise was
. - ~
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low, performance on the target guestion was lower than when the premise
] . N . . ¢ .

. ' ~ was highly. salient (.63 vs. .69), though the effect was only marginally

significant, -ﬁ(l,lég_) = 3.6, p = .06. As revealed by the Salience X Ex- .

’ oo . ; . ‘ ‘.

®* plititness interaction, the eff/ect of*saltence obtained only in the jmplied

condition (Low = .5k, High = .68); the.two levels of sal.ience ptoduced. al-
. - .

. most identical scores in the stated condition "(Lyw = High ="_.86). The '

. subjects who read_passages in which the target was stated did much better
than those for whom the targe’t was implied (.79 vs. .5h).

14
b.. +The Importance X List interaction, when*_reo\l&red by' passage set, o
! ‘ ° a v . ,
ravealed that the effedt of }importance.‘was much more pronounced for the

- -

¢ - . .
gr’oh of Passa!}es 172, and 5 (Importaat = .76, Unimportant = .65) ,-"\qﬁ
B 4 - . N o
for Passages 3y U4, and 6 (Important = .63, Uaimportant = .p1). For. pas- .

. -

sages- in which the 'target was implied, the superiority of the important -

L]

;- high salience pas’sageiover other’assage verdions producdd.a significan

Importance X Sallence.& Explicitngss interactich. None of the interactions

- -

»

e involving the subject status variables reachéé‘sigm’ficance. oo ) ., v

The analysis that“included Lart(ally correct answers tq’targyl questions,

C _was similar to the above‘analysn.s in aldMgnportant rewpects. The effect . - N

.
L 4 .

of importance was again highly stgnificant, and much more pronounced for the « - ,

*

L . 2N . .
had to be .1nferr,ed,\thqn for thE passages in.whfch the.target had been stated

.
Id Q . -
-

. \ (Impo_t;tar)t..-.‘ '.87,' Unimportant” ="285), producing amsignificant Irhplor[ancefx ,
. R . ~ . B

Explicitness-interdctjon, Examingtion of the Sihen;efx Expligitness in-

. P .l . {
implied versions (Important = .68, Unimporgant = .55), where ‘the target ' i
' a

s . . ']
~ .teraction revealed ‘that the mair effect o\f'expli‘citness was completely e "
- [ v . . ‘. ‘é' . . h . * ) . /', ne
. .accounted for in the implied condition. A significant™Impdrtfance X Salience .t
s - LR N ‘o i
‘. ' . - - * - . ¢ ° v - . N , .
& - . X Explicitness interaction resulted from’the high scores obtdined by slb- -

of ) i . ) ) ” . ' 1
jects for import?ft highly saliensversions of the implied,passage’§ Yela- . )
" - . T SN .

) ‘ R _', 1

. . * v .
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1

tive to the other imp 1§ d versnons Inspection of the Importance X List
G P

L interaction "showed that the advantage of important versnons was most marked
/ ~, .
for the set' of Passages W 2, and 5.
< : .
For about 6% of the question sets, a subject produced am answer which

constituted a correct response to the target question when answering a
, A

. < ' . . - -~
premiSe or importance manipulation question. An additional analysis was
. . . ©
conducted in.which the target was counted correct if the answer to the
tdrget question itself was correct orv part"iy correct, or if an aceeptable

v

‘I. ’ . - : ~
answer to the target queStion appeared as the answer to one of the other \
questions. The-results of this analysis were essentially identical to the

.analysis of the partially correct measurge
B r - . \ N
Premise. Highly salient premjses were better :recalled than less
3 0 - .
salient premises for bo% the correct (.56 vs. .50) and partially correct

» .

(. 571 vs. .50) measures. The importance and the explicitness of the target
both falled to affect recall of the prcmlse The hi®hly significant Im- -

. v

portance X List interaction resulted.from differences in difficulty between

the passage sets (fbr example; for the proportion correct, Passages 1, 2,

. . \
5 = _60; Passages 3, 4, 6 = .46). , \

) o 7, ‘. ' . t . Y. ;
Importa'nce manlpulaf“lon: In &e anglyses of the questions which
) .. ,t‘es{ed the'materlal embddymg the lmportance manlpu.atuon pelrforrryance on
. . , \ .

N4 ~ the important versidns exceeded the unumportarft versions (.75 ys. .66 for

,cprrdct, .89 \'r's'. .72 for par&ia"l ly correct). The Importar:ce X List interac-
| qlon when ‘eorganlzed by passages‘ revealed that tr’\e advantage of |mportanl
. :p;ssages held only for the group of fPassages 3\ L, and 6 (. 79 Vs, &6 for
corr,ect, .90 vs. .61 for par,tia'Hy eorrect). . F65 Passages 1, 2, and 5,
oo \ . : L

¢',‘the.e'f‘w of importance was inconsistent acrpss the {wo performance measuses
» .

i




‘ s : _ | | 70
(.70 vs:~.76 foé correct, .87 vs. .éh for partjally'correct). List B was
much better recalled Ihaﬁ ®st A'. Although several".thgr effects reached
signif}cance, only onenfourth-ordgr interaction obtained for both‘dependent

» ‘
megsures. s

N
w» Conditional probabilities. The probability of correctly an5wer|ngéhe
N - . *

target question given that the premise, the importance manipulation, or both
P ¢ .

had been correctly answered Jsing both strict and lenient scoring criteria,

~
¥

was subjected to the six-way analysis of variance. However, the number of

cases meeting the ¢onditions:was very low in some analyses. Sﬂace nei?her
¥

grade nor abi&}ty had effects, these variables were dropped and the data

e w;re reanalyz;d in four-way mixed analyses with sal{ence, explicitness, and
SR o
' Jist as between-subjects factors and impoxtance as the within-subject factor.

¢
Signifiicant effects from ail three analyses are summarized in Table 10.

2 L ] .
?Qr Passages 1. 2, and 4 which each had two premise questions, the

ﬁ}emise was cousited cor(ect only if both questions were correct.\x When the
‘ . . .

* - )
B

-, ~probability of correctly answer ing the target given.thai the premise ques-

R l L6, .
- tion wds correctly gnswtred wassanalyzed, impdrtant passage.versnonsﬁ%ro—"
A

. duced higher conditicnal probabilﬂtiesfthhb the ugimportant versions (.84

. - vs. .74 for correct, .87 vs. ~78 for bartﬁ}diy correct). Coﬁditiondl

¢

T e “ . . ° . ! . v' . . "
~probab|l:1.e5rwere much higher for subjects who read passages in which the

target was stated than for those who read the implied versions (.88 vs. |
2

4

¢

. < . . ’
.70 “for correcr, .89 vs. .76 tor partially correct). {n this analysis,"

which was conditiongl>upon q;cor;eét anngE to the premise question, sali~
< ‘ el
! . - ‘
. J . .
ence of the premise hpd noweffest! The Importance X‘Explioitngss and Im-

] v ' \ o, ’

. K > . H . - v - L . - . .
portance X Salience X Explicitness interactions, which .were significant. in
) - ; ) AR , . ‘ S )
the analyses. of the simple proportion of target questtons correctly’ answered,

. 4 ' > rres -
3 ) ‘ ‘ ) N ' ?
* ‘ . , 'WG . <v. 4
. . . . - - B ( . & ) ~
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Summary of Significantiﬁ-va\ues for Six Conditional Probabilities, Experiment |l

-

©

iy
: Condltional Probabilities
. ' . =
! . 2 a P(Targetilmporrance P(TargetEPrqmise and
_Effects P(TargetgPremuse) Hanipu!ation) Importance Man!pulat}on)
' * l‘ -
. R ] .
s Partially . Partially R Partially
?orrect Correct ForrecL Correct uérrect Correes
A4 ¥ :
» . »
Importance of the Target (1) 5.5 LB @ 4.7 22.75% g.7% - B4
L]
Salience of the Premise (S) L, 3.9¢ :
Explicitness of the Target (E) 16.0% 11,359 Lo, 5%% 591.0** ’ ~1h.2*» 5.8
Lisg (L) . 4,2
| X S 7.2::5"
Y. - . . ~ . .
! X E- ’ [ 'Y . 58 56
//_\ . ’ -
I x L 6. 3%
Ry ‘ ) .
I X ¢S x E - , ‘u,(oﬁ i P
. s » M . .
I x E x L . ’ . ‘ 6.5% <;?'
. ) ! ' , . ;
. 4 \
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answered correctly.
partially correct, #

questior*vwas answerec correctly.

1,177 for partially correct.

: - L 7"2
. B * - II
. A .
. N , . . )
N * ’ & n\\‘/
E . LY C,
’ . Table 10 (continued)
. ' -t -
. R . ) ) :
*p < .05 . .
- M & .
7,.:7!2 ,< " 0} i K ! A
: K £ . . - .
. aProbab’1ity of angwering tne target question correctly given that the premise guestion was

Degmees of freedon for these F-vglues were 1,127 for correct and 1,129 for

Probabiiity @° answering tne targe’ gquestion correctly given that the i1mportance manipulation

Degrees of freecom for these F-values were 1,174 for correct and’

.

FProoaaiIE:y of a55ue'i"g tne target questi:on correctly given that tne premise and importance
Iy

rmaripulation questions
for correct and 1, 10%

.

\

.
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ERIC
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wers answered correct
for partiall, correct.

. Degrees of freecom for thesegf-values were 1,10]
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

here failed ﬁﬁ\approach sugn1f|cance No other effects approached sig-
nificance. K . - ) v '

As Table 10 shows the analyseé of the probability of correctly answer -

|ng the target questlon glven that the lmportance manlpulatlon quesq'on was.

¢
v

answered correctdy produced a number of effects which attalned 5|gn|f|cance
N, ] z
for only one of the two analyses.- Oﬁly those effects which were sugnlf-

icant across both correct: and partlafly correct mea§ures will be dlscussed

.

. SN .
here. The conditional probabilities were higher for important than for
. L

unimportant._passages (.74 vs. .63 for correct, .82 vs. .70 for partially
. R . . - \ - ~
correct). Stated passayes produced much highet conditional prohabilities

~ z

than did implied passages (.81 vs. .56 for correct, .90 vs. .62 for par-

»

tially correct). The.lmportance X Expiici[qess interaction reached 5i§-

o~ - v i
njficance because the effect of importince was much greater when the target

* '

had to be inferred (e.g., for correct, Important = .66, Unimportant =~.47

b v

P

_for implied passages, Important = .83, Unimportant = .79 for stated passages).

. Table 11 shows the mean probability of correctly answering the target
* -4 '
question, given ‘that-both premise and importance manfpulatioq questions s

were correctly’answered. The important versions produced higher conditional
. probabilities than the—unimbortang versions for both the correct and par-

N

tially Correct measures (.84 vs. .69 and .88 vs. .74, respectively).

. N [

Stated targets were’better than ‘implijed targets (.84 Yé' .6% for,gﬁrrecta'

.88 vs. .74/for partially correct). As was found in the enalys[s which

x

of the prenise had no effect and the Importance-X Explicitness and Impor-

;pance X Salience X Explicitness interactions did not appkoach significance.

- 14
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‘Probability of Answering the Targ.et‘Quésti’on
Correctly Given thaf the Premise .and Impor‘tar'\*" . N
& Manipulation Questions were Ansyer’ed Correttly, E)Eperimént II.*’\ >
. - ‘ ' ? ’
) ) Importance of the target: -
Explicitness of Salience ~of ’ o ) -~
the target the premise {mportant ’ Unimportant Total
/;«) . l 4 » -
‘ : High .gz (.94) .80 (.86) .86 (.90) &
Stated ’ Low 91 (.?‘0) ' 83 (.85) .87 (.90) $
Tetal .91 (L94) .81 (.86) .86 (.90, K
b
- . . L4 ' i -
High .84 '(.85) .54 (.56) .69 (.71) ! B
N N : ’ .
impYied ' Low - .69 (.78) .59 (.69) .64 .(.73)
. Total . 77 (81 0 57 (.63) .67 (72 y
~ ! R ‘ o f
- High'. \_ .88 (.89) .. .67°(.71) .77 (.80)
oA . ‘ A
Total Low .80 ¢.86) 1 77y .76 (.81)
| Total .84 (.88) .69 (.74) o
ffCor)ditiona.l' p.)rdbabiAlities.for‘the partially corre'ct mmqwr\
in parentheses. - ‘. ’ & .
S « .o E .
» . - ) - bt
. ! ,
- . ¢ ,
i S '
ok
' v 80 S
) . * \ d [
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, = Summary of the results: Experiment |l. -When cued recall was emprqlsf
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A

as a test of infdrence, *the probability that aﬂ’ihfereﬁce would occur was’

) ;_;géhnafound to be greater for;important- than. for unimportant inferences.
. - . - . . |

The Sign}ffcant main effect of importance in the study derived s%!ely,

- .
.

) ’ " 3 ! - : - . 0] .
~ from the passage versions. where tpe target was implied, and primarily from

<the-high[y salient implied versioas. -Si ilarfy, salience ‘of *the premise

v

;affe;::;bthe'likelfhood that the tafggt inference would be drawn but had

no effect when the tanget had been stated in the passage.
] . L - -

. .
-

- y .

importance nor the gxplicitness of the targes. "H}gh1y salient premises

'

were bettef,}ecal!ed than less sa\Lent premises. Thé.probability of cor-

frect{y sypplying the target, conditional upén correctly supplying the prem-
- ise, again favored important targets. Salience of the premise had no
. - .

&
a n -

~

effect on the recall of the.target in this conditional analysis. 4

. '
1 M /

* The information’which was changed in order to manipulate importance
. © e T . _ - . A ¢
. proved t® be much easier to recai1:for.the\dmportant versions than for the

=

P ~

unimportant merﬁfbds.\ The effect of importance on the target questiohs

~ L

" — was highly. significant when conditionalized upon a correct reyponse .to the
’ . T . - . ~ i

. N e . . :
importance manipulattion questfon. In other words, subjects were particu-

. - \ * / .

. '.- .o " ) Y . fa
'Faaly likely to produce ap imﬂ!rtant inference if. they realizesd its impor-

"tance, as eviaepced by the ability to recall® the information -that estab-
. - ’ - s ‘/ -
[ its i . T . /
lished .ltS Jmpo:Ttance. Y <, ' N - :
for the ptobability of corffctiy‘answerﬁng the ‘target giten that the
PR Radi ' . f

o0

N . 4
°

premise question, .or the premise and importance manipulation questions, had

-
. e v . p

been cortgct]y'answered, the,Fffedt of importance was consistent across

L L

. - N

Mated and implied :versions. : . ' ;

™~

)
2.

’

. The accuracy of cyed recall for p(emises'dﬁs influenced by neither the
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. ’ ' . N GENERAL DISCUSSION .
,.' y . ‘ . L
Peoge are mork\,likely to make an |nference it -|s |mp0rtant than,
2
if it is unimportant. That .this is so has been documented m two, experl»- \C
° . - & .. ‘“ .-

ments, and has been found ' using both mu!tiple-ghoiqe(recognition and cued re-
- * call measures. While the, sigr;ificance of the effect did not generalize a-
~ =% cross all materials, in edch experiment the trend that 'lm'portant inferences

- . -

2

. were made moge often than unimportant inferences was observed for four of

S . . L . . c, - Lo
¥ the six passage sets. Given the inguitive .nature of the importance. manip- -

.
N -

- . . . . s
ulation -in these studies, the effect has shown reasonable generaljty. If
- 2

. . importance were more rigorously defined, or if extensive piloting were

. . - - - v

N ¢ \ . 3 3 . L.
employed to insure‘at the intuitions of the-target population agreed with )
' ~ L .

- N - . ) \
. \t\hvose o‘he experimenter, no doubt the success rate of .67 coulds be im-
Y “ . - M L L ‘3\? e
proved upon. For the recognition .test, the effect of importance was ‘con- /4 .
’ ) ,. » ‘ 7 - - - Y 4
4 sistent acgoss two levels of theessalience of premise infdrmation. Ffor

s -

" ‘ . ! RN

s the cued recall test, importarﬂ fnfzences exceeded 'unimpoFtan{r inferences *

- z-J .
- . . % P
. only when the- premises were *highly sa®ient. Probahly when the premlset -
' C * ‘ w ¥
were ]ess sa!uent ther'e were not 5uff:ctent cied to insure that importance
- 3 . - ot . v
. . F
would mcreasé the probablht'y of the ta’rget lhference betng m? e; instead*
- . . importance onty [ncrgascd .the probability that some inference would be V
. made.” When subjects correctly recalled the pwémise and importéance manip-
) ) ) - = . - . ﬁi. . . ‘e
- wlation, the effect of importance was consistent ,ac‘Fo.s'sjhighly‘.ea! ient and..
’ . r’ o . ) ' i '. . ’ ‘ “
< less saliem passage versions. . . . .
LI ) : - . T h . v
PR . N t ¢
. The studies reported he‘hrﬁe are amang the first to explore the effect .
BN : ¢ o ' Lo / - oo N
. " of text‘ cantent and structure ‘oh inference. Nea’:"’ly all of the'-previuus ¥

“

< . I3 N . - v

R \reséarch Has “been desl'gned to’ (a), demonstrare that lnference is an :mporta;wt

) oo I e
4 - ) . ) . P ‘ ,f“ . - ,.
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' -7
and pervaswe process;, Zb) estabhsh whether the temporaJ !ocus of |n‘ferenc)e VN
~ : . Y &
is at cqmp&ehens’ioh or,at test,‘qr (¢)gxplaora.the effect of instructions and
tasks on inference. AN - - ? !‘ - ’ ‘;h ’ Co ‘

a'he present res,,earch may be VIewed as an extens'ion o¥- the llterat.ure on

” o,

-+

“theé effect of lmporLance on memory for téxt. :lohnson (1970). Meyer#l975

<
- . . ‘r

:He\/él;nd McCpnﬁi{er '(1973) Kuntsch and :Keenan ‘(1973) and otilkrs have”’shf)wn
. X y; ”» -

‘. “ - that inportance mprove’rgemory for expltcltly stated matertal “The crent”
. ¥

K s ’ N ) s

research est‘ab'l tshes that lmportgnce glso |ncreases thq, prQbabllvty that an
-
T, - .
lnfe/rence wrll be, mac& In the,se studles lhe efgéct of. |mporta»nce d|d not

o » 5 . ‘-

l‘each s:gntﬁéance fvr targets whlch 'been-gtated. Howeve;r, in the rec-
U * & ! '
3 . . [ X
ogriitE.On teét of Experiment J, y,haveﬁgeen due to a ceanng e“ffett-;
Y % . » - ¢ . ¢ -]

l;n Expefiment |1, wheﬁ-consi‘er tion was’restricted 'taz those passaqes for
'c, AN AW . .
whxch a sub_ject encoded and retalned enough of the-material related to the .

N N 9 v ~» § . - "
|nferenae te p’er»gnlt htm or her to eorre;.tly regﬂl the premvse and unportance'

'“.
Wi .
. .

mampulatlon |tems, t?\e xeffect of tmportance was consistant »across stated and.

. ;-~ A ot - .- "r ’ -‘*
implied versnons‘ . » : .o

- ‘w‘mle the stud;e§ were not de;tgned t‘{est whether ‘the tempol‘al locus,
. of ,the 1mporta3ce effect’ was at comprehensnon or’at tesgt some evidence r‘e-‘
. . S ’ . .
lated to‘-thls issue was ebtaln‘ed ln Experlment I, sub;ects were nore. Tike-
"" »
Iar - 'S . ’ *
. ly to rate " mference as havmg beén s;ated 0 - the passage if the m‘erence .

s £ / P ’
- s -

. L]
. “was |mportant ‘than if it was ummportant. Tha-s result is exXactly what would :
! T #! ® L J {

_be e.xpected +f mportan;e serVed to mcrease the prqbab'ﬂlty that an unfer-
. i o , v
anae would be made du;‘mg comprehensl’on,/'and if subjects . were’ son)eume:.. un-
. - ) . . -
able to d;stmgulsh between |nferenc£s made d:r}ng readlng and statemehts ‘j‘
whic‘h h:d actua”y been read Ho‘wev;r, this could als,lo‘ re’sﬂrit from a,hxgher‘
* -

P . b

prOport}on of Iucky’,‘uts fobunlmpor'[(ant lnferences Unirﬁporfagt inf'erence's, !
s . A .
’ & < ‘}: P N

¢

7
A

T
N
.
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» - -

were less oftenl,correctl’y reCogniZed,‘,and it is.Lhe

sumé that a hlgher pcr(.t.nquc, of (he correct respons erq lucky guesses.

) , . L

?
I f subjects had snmp!y guessed at the answer to the lnference question, [hey.

g would presumab?r.be -aware of that fact’,and nught therefore be less 1ti\e!y to

Eal'e the answer as having Qeee 5ta$d’jn lhe passzg: Thusy, the ra;Jngs do

‘not unequnvoca],ly support the hypothcsl\ that the locus of the tmportdnce efa
M . . =

fec‘[ was‘,d‘t co‘:npr"ehcnsion. : /W)@ ' ‘ ~

Y L}

Perha(;: more conanctng c&ldcm.c (@dt many fnferenccs, and thereforey

- -
. 3 -

4nuch ofehe eﬁect o/\ importance ,on i(xgerencsf, occurred at-con'lprchcnsiqn is,
|
- _thqt‘ the probahuluty of corrcc[ly'answcring the infcrsnc:e question, giyen

‘ that the ’.pre'mise quest ion had been incorrectly answered, was well above
* .- ' T T
: -chance Mn both studies® (.67 for Ex;n.rrmenl i, .103 and .52 for LUI'J!L‘L[‘ and *
c - o+ ' . . g

partially L(orrcc‘t mcas‘cs, respect ively, ;n_EXp'crimcn[ t1). To thc extent

2

. v - . Y
_that the. pr‘c‘;mi s q\&é?t ions querried information which was reguired i(h wrdet

v - .. . ' . - '. " ’ . ) 3
" Lo kmakyg an IIJIH'FCLILU, subjedts who misaed the premisg quystion could only
’ . ’ ; - ' ’ ¢ B a lf&
anﬁwer the i'nfcrcncc question correctly if ‘they bhad made the intercnce

v 'S

'

-
dur lnq r“thnﬁ or |f tm,y t;laxmd Hnm ver, as | dl’(]Ut,tl in llu porit mn of
the introduction which d(dll with the lg.mpm"ul ]Ut,us of ukfgrencg, it is
. ‘g . ‘ Sy P, .
gnlike Wy U(hﬁ‘l \infcrcnccs ard made ()nly qt comprehension or af tost, and the
evidc(lu'\her_c dous not conclusively discontimm the u.qsauoili,ty' that impor-
U ’ M . ) . ! i g ) h )
' tance might also affect the prAm'hi‘Hly of inference at test.
4 * .
. One t.xpluu.nmn of lhc~|mpnr[(mu eftedt whu.h has some a‘priori.

- - " P

.‘nppt*‘ul is. clearly diWMA hy llu «Iata mldnu, mtgh[ serve to

\

° * e . \ . -
increase the probability or ‘(‘u lllly ot encoding the lr\furnm[iun needed to
~ . N » ' (RN '

P . »
Cio 4 . . A . .
make (l}c"lhh-rcm.c. 1 this decurred, thé probability of bvlng dtle to

. .
make at test am inférence which had not “been made at ‘encodiing would be
SR . .

=

LRIC




greater for :mportant than unumportant tn‘fﬂ‘ences - since the probabu! ity

.
v ’

of retaunlng at test the information, necessary «to mag€ the inféren(:e would

-

be greater for ir’nportant ,inferenccs. Thetessential predi-ction of this p

LR
. . . . .. - ’
~

_hypbthesns to the present studne‘s is better performance on premise que9ttons
- ”f . i L. 2
for important passagy versions. Neither the recognition ncSr cded recaltl of

.
-w - .

Pl’emlses showed any h|nt of an effect for importance .- In‘the“pasgsaées' used -

in th;ee studles the information which established the importance of an
. ) L ) vl ¢ - T ! ‘ = )
|nfe‘re3ce came at the end of the passage, af‘ter all ofq.the other material
s " N PO - N f

- g N . : N O -0 -
‘related to the inference.” The passages are similarvin this respect te these

L

’ -
.

of 'l’hor‘ndyke (1976), and to a lesﬂser-exte’ht to the materials gmp!,oyed by,
Spiro (1975). If the impo;;tance.mani‘pulation had.appcdred at .the beqinning
of .the passage, wtﬁwou!d presuimably affect.the |n4t|al encodlng of related
- <+ ' -
aformation AAd lead to better mw\ory for the premlses of 1mp0rta:t in-

.
R — - - e ] e —_— -

i % 4.
formatit;)h. S . 90 : w.oe . N
.2 g hd 2 . -
. v If the effect of lnlpur[ance had’ occurred at compre“ensuon in theypresent

- . 4 *

-studies, W must have been 3, backward effev One po&sibLe scena'r‘io would
‘i [ ' J\ '
ge that when a sub;ect dlscoverqg ‘that an everﬂ like beunq late to the
L. alt'port was important in the ,.ory, the subJect wou!d check his or her -

2. ¥ . " - ’
memory for thé event to see if it was a qu.y_elaborated coherent account.

. », ]

$
|f the memoria% representa,tuon of the ever‘ was not coherent ‘as would’ Be .

L -
P N .

the case 1f the subject: had not. |nferred ttle cause of |ateness~ the subject

., :
would !ook bq,ck thrgugh thé passage in order’)o find mformatuon @ich would

permnt\\e ENent to be~ elaborated '}as to make |t' coherent . Thus scenario

is a_speclel“case of the hypothesis discbe‘.sed aboye that importanc"e would

se\ve to increase the probability of encoding the premise information That

.

. v
- .

. t‘his*did pot often occur is,evidenc,ed;by tﬁq lack of an jmportance effect

' g

Aruntoxt provided by Eic
~ - .




n . .o .
4 . 7 s, .
M - ¥ P N . &, i *
» ’ - . « . ’ % ’ .
- & . . '
. T hd ’ ’
- > ' ' . . ' . L. J N
A - ‘ . L] . d N - " . 80 L]
N, 9 - ' - ’ .
- - ’ N - . * - ‘ . /: .
on the premi!e dquestions. THe reason that it.dTU“hQi occur may have been ™
g . P -— s ° . S ) Ny b
- - that Jitting an experimenu in-whith students reqd;and were tested on six
. . < . '

passages lnto a. hO:mlnute school pe{lod dictated that reading times be

.
- i . i

e kept to a minnmum. Observatloo of the subJect§’aur|ng the experlments,

A

i

- 9uggésted that]péhy had barely enougH time®to read the passaged \Qﬂgletely,
. ., En \ ’

. ' q‘rghat many others seemed to adopt the strategy of readlng stralght thr0ugh

' *«the passage onde at.a rapld rate and‘theQ waltlng for the sngnal te go on.

" . - a
. I f su?;ec insufficient time to f?n}sh some of the passages, the,ef-
] ) . oo . : ~—- NG
L y N ’
) ‘ fe%of ~|mportance wou!d be attenuated since the -lmportance manlpu!atlon
_ came at the.end of the passage. lf subjects had Just enough tnme to Finish
) -the'passage or if they adogted,a “donﬂt Jook back'' meading strategy, then
. ’ . s T ~ ) 2
N this cou!d account for the lack of an :mportance effect.on premnse questuons
;‘ “One varnatnon on,the abave seeoarno is that whent q,coherence check
‘ . -for an important event fails, the subjecr would initiate a search of memory.
. ’ * - f .
; . for the past?g;¥|n order to see if Jny nnformdtnon related t‘b}he event o
coufd be retrleved ‘to permlf the |nferent|a! elaboratlon of a cqhereht.ac-
. | fLe b o ¢ ) .
) - ctunt. |f the informatidn is fogn&% thc'@nvited iJﬁerence would be made. -, .
. 4

- -
- .

If the |ﬁformat|on is not found an |nference woué? be constructeq on Yhe .
ﬁ_ s .. _,_ 0

. _ X
: "~ basis of prnorﬂ#nowledge sometnmes producnnq an “nncorrect |nferen%e.

4

- . ; -~ - .

. ) ~ \ . '
* Th}s,account st consistent thh the fnndlng&;n Expercment)ll that lmportaﬁt

. . .
s A

: .« .inferences -were - mofe likeiy, to(be recaYled fd? passages with salient and

N +
. -~ . . . ’

. theréfore memorable premises, but not for passages with low sa1|ence . For

\ e
1, o~ . 4 . .

¢ % K those passages for wh‘Ch ‘a subJecr remember ed the premise, the probabn!nty

n ! . . ‘ . -

- of recal!nng ‘the targat |nference was hngher,nn the lmporran& cqndntnon

.“A‘.
7 — .
* ' This,explanation, howéver, also wou!d seém to predxct better reca!l for L 3
e . . PR " . M
' . . s e e C . N . . -
. premises in important passage yersions. . N 1.‘ - ,
- * ¢ . . . - - L.
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) R , — 4 . .
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may samply mcStnvate su‘bJects to try harder to answer questioQns correctly

. -
. m

».By this motlvatlonal-explanatnon, it i's not ess ntnal thl¢ n‘ortance dif-
I - ’ .. _‘t 4
ferentna!ly affect enther ‘the. probabiluty,of 1 inference at comprlehension

V "

or the encodnng of, E'l(‘premlse ' A motivat-ioha’l explanation explains bet'ter

retrleva\.pf mferences ma,de at comprehensuon and higher préba
? .

correctlx maknn\g the |nference at test, given that the pre‘

ility_of

ise inforpat ron

is available. In fact' ‘the motnvat»on- hypothesxs also explains better
- ’ . i .

. ~ Y e

14 . R s
memor'y'for explicit‘ly 'stated material, "uch‘is typical of important _inf6r~
']

ruatIOn—) as shown by Johnson ('1970) Heyer (T975) and others. Studﬁs in

which incentives for’ remembermg |nformat|on would be manipulated could be
, . '

.used” to test this hy‘pothesns St - . ‘ : ..
L 4

Inscdnclusidn",' t-his research’ has den‘)onstrated‘rathe‘r convincingly that

.
. -
- - ,
. , . - - © .

people ate mdre likely to make an inference in text-if it is importand.

,
1

While the studies provide some evidence againsf several explanatidns of the

.
- .

-

U ‘A flna'\/posseblhty that deserves coys;de:&uon is that the |mportance +

L

ef'fect',‘much"l:emains to be\ resoived before our understanding of the effect. &

B 4 &
» . . Lo

.”

¢

of importance on inferen s complete. o o . )
. . - ~ » ‘o, ) . M
. \ > ' d . \
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. - [
v . - A ]
- ¥ b ’ .
L ' ° 'e ) . I .
: . . - . d
. . - . . \\ * - LY . ..
i . - LY “i
- . \ ‘ N . 'f
Y.
N . PR . .




e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
-

Rcferences
<

.
.

N .
¢

Adams, J. A, 5 Bray; M. g A c'luscd-lou,, theory or paured assofiate
verbal learning. P:l«.hujlui#cal R&Vch, 1970 77 385-405

Anderson, R..C. "~ Cpn(.fo.uf student (r.e.dnatmg processes. during vehbal
learning and instrdction. Review of Educational Research, 1970, 40, °
349-369. * > o . )

(2

Anderson, R. (. Hpw to construct achievéncat tests to assess comprehen-’
sion. Review of 'Educational Resear.cn~ 1972, 42, 1145-170.

’

* Anderson| R.-C., Re/nolds R.‘E., Scnallert, D ‘? & Goetz E. & Frame-
wo(rks for cor,)rchendﬁ iQOurae. Arerican. Educatnonal Research

Jgﬁ_imal 1 Eregs. ’ o,

Ve

x

*

. 4
Barcla,, J -R. The role of- frr,prehensior. in remembering sentences.

fOf“rltvvC .f’QLc‘.)IoLL '1975 _, 22"'257 . ¥
v o~ « Y .
Bartlett,” F. C. Rer cmper i, A study in caperimental and soc’aigs)xchol\ogy
Cartridge: Thé Universit, Press, 1932 .
B:ne[ A. ',_ nri, . La rerc)re dc> phrgses J(Mercire des idess) * L'Anee
/_‘ Psy\,ro]oglq 294 .1, 14'“j - ‘
- T .
i3’a‘n>Ford, R. U, Barclay, J D., % Franv., J_ ¥~ Semahtic 'memory: ~A
strdctive sefsus (MMriretarse approach. Lognitiwe -Ps'ﬁholo_gl‘,
2, 30 193-208. < L - x

- P

Bransford, J. ., 5 JOr~su-, M ¥, ‘Gontertual prerecuisites for under- ¢

standang Some luc:fnqatlow of comorehenscon and recail. "J'o_;rnak'
" af Ve } Learrwnla.d Verbal Eehavior, 1972 T, 717-726. ’

. 1
: 4 . -

-Bi'arlsford, J. D. ,h & Johnson, M° K. onsuderauons uf some pru(,le < of
conprehensicg. o W. 6. Chase +Ed.), Vi.uel information p‘rrcessmi
Eie.w fork: Agademic Press, _Ij7} e ) \ . .
. ¥ D T - "} v v ¥
Bransford, J. D., .6 McCarrell, N 5. A sketch of a cogritive appracth to
. 'corrpreher'w'si'on-‘ In W. B. pHevmer ac\d_zD. S. Palermo (Eds.) C%oi't'i'le‘-,
-and the S,’f"lbOllC proces €s. ‘H;Jlsd’ale, N.OJD Erlbaum 197&

.

a'ger . Memory for the pragimatic |"1£|Ica{4&ns of, sentences. Unpub-
Inshed rﬁanuscr:pt Um./rrSIt/ of Hlnpoms at Urbana Cbampalqn 1974 ..
g . . R k]

Brever, W. R.. & Llchlenstein E, H. "Recall of Iogical and pragmauc

o implications in SPnte:nces mr.h‘ dzcht(emous and CONTINUOUS antonyrms.u

., Memory and Cogmtlon, 197), 3, 3.318 ST ' .

Brockway, J. P., Chmielewski, D., & Cofer, o kM. Remembu ing prose
2, Productivity and actyracy: constrannts in recogm'tuon memor ‘ dosjrnal
o Of Verbal Learning.and Verbal Behav:or 197‘1 13, 194-208.

FSB

- B




N .
? . R N N . .
oL e r ' ;e : .
Brown, A: L~ Semaitig |ntegrat|
. . sequences. Cognltlve Psychd loygy |
Brown,” A. L., Smiley, S; S., Day, J. Tuwnsend M. A. R., & Lawton, )
‘ 8. C. Intrueion of a thematig vdea.nn chlldrem 5 comprehcnslon and .
retention of stories. (Tech. Rép. No. 18). Urbana, I11.: Center |
for the Study of Readlng, Unnverbnty of IIT@nons Februéry 1977. '
Charniak, E. Qrganization and tnfcrente in a frame llLe system of. connpﬂ
- khowledge. In Proceedings.of theoretical issues in natura) language s
processnng ‘An interdisciplinary workshop. * Cambridge, Mass.:
Beranek and Newman, Inc., 1975. |
) . ‘ : .o
Cofer, C.. y Comments on Professor Deese's paper “In C. N. Cofer (Ed"
Verbal Iearnlng and verbat behav10r Hew York: ‘McGraw Hi]l, 1961, %
— R AR

-

chi ldred*s recopstruction of narrative | .
1376.|8 '247“262.." . . .

k4

’
’

N :
- Cofer, €. N.. 0065‘C0ncep[ua| orqapiza%ion influenci the amount retained
in immediate free recall? In 8. J: Kleinmutz,®(Ed.), toncepts and the ’
st(ucture of meffory. New York: Wiley, 1967, v . .t

’

\ Collld! A. M. WarnockéJAE H., Aielio, ﬂ.,.d’hijlcr, M. L. Rca§onfﬁg
from. lncompletﬁ knewledge. In"D. Bobrow-and A. (ollins, (Eds.), :
Representation and undcrstanding.: New York: Aéademic Press, *197%.

e N

. s v ?
’yCraik, F. |. M.,‘A “levels of analysus ,vaew of memory. In® P Plxng

L- Krames,'t T. Alloway..(Ed-.), Communncailon and_ affect Lahguag_
and though{ New York. Atddemfc Press 1973

P ; . ST )

" Craik, F. I. M., & Lockhart, R, S. Llevels of proccSSlnq K.fr;mework . '
. . for memory research. ° Jodrnal of- Vérbal LLarnlng Bnd Verbal Behdvigr, - -

1972, 11, 671—68h . S .

2]

a Dawes, R.xH. Henory and dnsLorrron of mcannngful wrntten mégeria1h , ,/, .
Brntash JournQI of: Psychn{lgl 1966, 57, /7-86. \ . .
Ebblnghaus, H. Uber das gedachtnus H?Ipl*gf ‘Buncker, 1885: Translation
‘by H. Ruges and C. E. Bussenaus, Memory.. New York: Teachers College,..
. Columbia University, T913.. C . C a
E S 2 v i ) L o o
' Freder'ksen "H.. Effects of -vnducdd cognlgnve peration’s on
” prehensnon and memory pro@gBses.* In Y. B, Carroll and R¢ O.
" (Eds.), Language: comgrehensgon and the .acquisitich of knowled
* Vashlngton D. L. V. H. Winston, 1972

¢ [ . -

Fredernksen “" Effe_ts of- cﬂntextrnnduced prOcessrng operations on . . o
: ‘%emantjc |nformatlon acquired from dnscourse. fodnitive Psychology, -
~ @ 1975, 7, 139-166.. {a) N ) S i :
. ‘ : i e v XN -
4 Frederiksen, C. H. kcquﬁl)tvon of semantic informatiion fromdiscburse: = .
- Effects of repeated exposures, -Jolirnal of Verbal Learnnﬂg and VerUal

‘Behavfor] 1975, 14, 158-169. b). N , = *
~ghavlor, -

L}

-

[ SO

r

P




) v
Frederiksen, C. H. Repré}ﬁnt4 g loglcal and semantic structure of knowl-
edge 'acquiret fnm1ﬁ|scou se. Cognltnve Psychology,’l975 1. 371-
! 1‘58 (C) : N . . . . NRT : A
y o * .
Frederlksen €. H. s Discourse comprehensnoh and ea*ly readnng fn.L. -
Resnick anth P. ‘eaver (Edsy), -Theory and practv;e of early reading.’

Hillsdale, N. J.: Er!baum, 1976 T .o

?
» ' ' A ‘ 6 .
French, J."W., Ekstrom, R. B., & Price, L. A. ~Kit of reference tests for
cognitive factors. Princeton, N. J.: Educational Testing Service,

1963. e/ f‘ R . ‘ R AR

noa

i

-

Gauld, A., & iephenson G. M. Soﬁe'expérfﬁents relating. to Barg]étt's

© theory gf’ ﬂ%memberlng British J0urnalwof Psychology, 1967, 58, 89-49.
~ ' . -

* . “ . » ’
Gomulicki, B R. - Recall as an abstractnve prqcess Acta Psyehologica,

‘ 1956, X%, 77-94. ’ ; P
— ) L _ S §
Gordon, D:, & Lakoff, G. Conversatlonal oostulates In Papers from the
Seventﬁ Regional Meetnqg ‘of the Chicago Llnguistlc Society. Chicago
Li nQU|stsc Society, 1971, pp. G‘lBK’ .

. y . . v \
\‘\\_Viilké"‘fop. Logic and'coqversation in'P. Cole and J L. Morgan (Eds.), .
Syntax and semantics (Vol. 3): Speech acts. " BewYork: Academic¢
Press, 1975. : . T

_ Grimes, J.. BE. “The thread of’discourse. ~The Haguer —“Mduton, 1975
3 o ' ‘. . . ¥

’ Harrjs, R. "J. Memory and comprehension of implications ard infetentes of '
:., - cOmplex sentences. Journal of Verbal Learning and Werbal Behavior.

l97h 13, 626- 637

g . \ * ° K] -
l /7 ‘Hesder F. u,The;‘EiChOJOgy of |ntcrpcrsnnar relatnons NeW'YorR4'vw1lex,
. 1958. \ i : s

3 . ' D e

- tan
d -

thnsoﬁ M. K.s Branyfqrd 5. D. . £ SQIomon. S. K. - Memory for tacit
$gzliiatlons of seritneces. Journal of Expernmental Psycﬁplqui
73

98, 203- 265 Ce
/" s . . .

. ('Y —_ - [4
Johnson, R. “E. Recall of, prose és a function of the stfuctural |mportance.
. of the’ llngulstxc unlts Journal of Verbal Learntqg and VerUal
Be.havnor‘ 1970, 9 12-20. i
P . . 'J ' ’ . "
Kay, H.° Learnnhg and retann;ng Vthal-ma&erlal British Journal of

3 -

. 'Psychology, 1955 . 4e, 8- 100 T e

‘ ‘i > [

R . . " .r.‘

Kirftsch, W. Notcs on the strudture of semS‘tu memoryj' In E. Tulving'

© and W. DOnéldson (Eds ¥, QAgan;ibtuon of-Mmemory. Néw York: Academic
Press, 1972, - ' -




-

Kinfsch W,
v« Erlbaum,

KintstH W.

-

I . [..,. ' . - ' .85
Td% represeﬂlatlon of mLan;nJ in memory. Hiilsdalé, N. J.:
19754, ] . R ’ ot
’. ' . AR Y

, & Keenan, J. Readlng rate ahd rekgnllun as avfunctnon of the

number of propositions in the base structure of sunteﬂces Cognitive*®

3

Kintsch, 'W.,
. =

Psychology, 1973, 5,. 257;274. A T

' .

Ve ke

-

& Van Dijk, T. A. Recalling and summarizing stories, Language,

in press. . oo
» CoeT .
Lakoff, R. 1f's, and's, and but's about.conjunction. :In C. J. Fillmore |
and D. T. Langendoen {Eds.), Studies in llngunstlc seméntlcs ‘New
»~ York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971 .
McKoon, G. A, Organization of fh?utmatiun in text{ meory. JouFHSI of
Verbdl.-Learning and Vcrbdl thdVIUlf %7, 16, 247-260. T )
- V.
‘- Meyer, B. J. F. The pr)amlzatnon 04 prose and-its effects on mennri )
Amsterdam: North -Holland~Publishing Coppany, 1975. 2 e
- Meyer,eB. J. F.; ¢ HcConLve,‘G. What is recalled after ﬁcgrinq a éassaqc?-
_ Journal of £ducational Psycholegy, 1973, 65, 109-l|]: 4
\\b_r‘ . - - 1/ ] . ’
Montague, W. E. Elaborative strategies in verbal Ledrnnng and memory In
y G. H. Bawer (Ed.), The psychology of, learning and motivation (voi. 6J.
New.York: AEademlc Press, 1972. {‘ : |
- '~-~“ ; Bant > . -5 " -
>, Newman, E. B, Forgetting of mtannngbul nwterldl “during sleep and waking.

Amcrlgdn Journgl of Psychology, 1939 52 65-71.

Orne, M. Ta
With partvcular reference to demand chardcteristics and- their b=
‘plications. American Psychoiogist, 1962, 17, 776-783.

Paris,

S.

o

memory:

E

Paris,

comprehension and memory: Cognitive Psycholody, \976 8, 217-227.

Pichert,

Journal of Educational Psycholoﬂ, 1977 69 307-315. !

75.

S.

G.,

J.OW,

-

On the social psycholngy  of the psycholoyical eéperimcnt

@\ , ' ¢ -
Integration and inference iry chi'ldren's comprehension and
In F. Restle, R, Shiffrin, J. Castellan, H. Lindhan, ¢ D.

. Pisoni (Eds.), Cognitive theory (Vol. 1), ?lllsdale, N.J.: Erlbaum,

F " .

& Lindauer, B. K. The réle of infer;nce in children's” .

. 1 N L)
" & Anderson, R. C. Taking dlffercnt perspectnyes an a story.

Potts. G. R. Informattpn processing strategles used in the encpdinQ of
linear orderings. Journal of Verbal Leatning and Verbal Behavior, 1972,
1 » ~727'7“0, ’ ' t : R ’
[N . .. A ' ' : ) /";.
- - - N . .‘
. v % A '
’ oo . . \
- . . . g , . .
. - e '
. “ ¥ ) '

’

- -

§

+ ‘.;

&




. x‘ N ‘ ;' ' N
‘ Lo 8
. . Rumelhart, D..E. Notes on a- schema for storiesy In D' 6. Bobrow & A,
) M. Collins (Eds.), Representation.and understanding. Ned York: . -
Academic Press, 1975, e, . s o
, Rume lhart, D. E. Understandnng and ‘summar.izing brief stories. In D,
' . LaBerge & J..Samuels (Eds.), Basi€ processes In reading: Perceftton
- - _and comprehenS:on. H.illsdale, N.*J.: Erlbaom, 1977.

L

. ! ]

b .
Scﬁallert D. L. Improving memory for’ prosea The relationship betwben .
“" ~depth of procéssing and congéxt. Journal of Vérbal tgarning and
X Verbal Behaviors 1976 15, 621 632, , \ . .- 4
. : ' .. o ~\
Schank R. C.. Conceptual dependency #»A theory of natural I'anguage under-
, 'standnng Cogn,ltnve Psycho!ogy, 1972 3, 552 631.

Scholz, K. U.‘,‘a Potty, G. R., Cognntlve processing of lineéar orderings.
Journal of ‘Expern‘gntal- Psychology, 1974, 102, 323- 326.
- . . vy ‘
Schweller, K. G,, Brewer, W. F., ¢ Dahl, D. A. Memory for illocutionary
forces and perlocutionary effects of utterances. Journal of ‘Verbal

S Learmng* Verbal Behavior, 1976, 15, 325- 338. \ e

v
.

v

e

. . M ' - " .
~Singer, M. Context inferences in the cofnprehensmn of sentences Canadiap
: . Jourra] of Psychol o9y, \1‘976 307 33 lo6 T . .
. Singer, M., The temporakl locus oF |nference in !anguagé comprehensnon . ' N
Unpubllshed manuscript, Unlver>uty of Manitoba, 1976 . -

v

. . , »

. . Spiro, R. J. _Inferential reconstrur_tuon in memory for conpected discourse
. ; (Tech. Rep.~ Na. 2). ‘Urbana, 111.: Universitypf Hlinois, 1aboratory L&
. “for Cognltuve Studies in Educatuon .chq,ber’l 5 L. ~ )

’ . Lad

Sufin, R. A., ¢ Dooilng D. ‘ Intrusion of a thema E idea in °reter;iibn\
s \ of prose. . Journal of Lperumen-ta} Psygho\!ogx, 903, 255-262. . ' .- )

i
’ o L4

- o . - # F - \}A
eas ~ Geneti
f‘ . 0_—‘—_.*-‘L¥ 5

t

. .. Thieman, T. JI, & Brew . F. AIfred‘Bmet on m‘émory
' Psychology Monograp in press.

- »

Thorndyke, P. W. Cognitive Lrak tures n (,Umpl'ehenbluh af\d memury of = _
rerrat’iVe',Q'iscour,e 'Cognt;u Psycholagy, 1977,'9; -77- 11e. .

.\

-

» . A .
‘Thorndyke, .P. w. The role of ‘inferences in dlscoqse comprehens'on Jourha‘l
) Journa)l of Vegbal Learning and, Verbal Behawor 71976, 5, 137~ L6, -
. . N g
' { . .owT
~ ., .Jangwﬂl, O. L. Rememberlné revnsnted‘ Quar'terly Journal ‘of Exﬁer;mental o
. - Psxcho‘lggx j972, 24, 123-138. . 7 ! Do Vo




w

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF READING

. e :
READING EDUCATION REPORTS ’

” .~

{omprehension Id§tngg§ion--!|!£g'Arg Ygg?\ October 1977.

] e ,
v No. 1: Durkin, D.

-

No. 2: Asher, S. R. Sex Differences in Reading Achievement, Octaber‘l977..
— - M \ ' " k) . . c }‘ -, -
. ‘j No. 3: 'Adams, M., Anderson, R. C., Durkin, D. Beginning Reading: Theory

- - and Practigce, October 1977. . . ) -

|




\ > . . ,e o .\
CENTER FOR THE &FuDY OF ReaDING
- TECHNICAL REPORTS .

‘e
P

L]

N SN * Available only through ERIC ~ . & |
o , - _ I .
*No. 1: Halff, H. M. Graphical Evaluation of Hierarchical Clus}jering Schemes,’
. October 1975. (ERTC Document Reproduction; Service No. i T34 928,
! ]]p- Q‘HC'$].67)‘ MF-$-83.). o . . . ° e =0 " )

Spiroy R. J. Inferential Recéhstruction»iﬁ Memory for Connected Discourse,
October 1975, "(ERIC Document Reproduckion Service No. ED 136 18/,-

8lp., HC-$4.67, MF-$.83) = -

"Goetz, E. T. Sentences in Lists and-in Connected Discourse, Nevember 1975.
(ER;C‘Dgcument Reproduction Service No. ED.1347 927, 75p., HC-$3.50,
MF-$.83 , o .

Alessi, S. M., Anderson, T. &., & Biddle, W. B. Hardware and Software
Condiderations in Computer Based Course Management, November 1975.
&ER;C D?cument Reproduction Service No. ED 134 928, 21p., HC-$1.67,

F-$.83) * ° - S -

.

. o - ) . i .
thaT1ert,‘D. L. Jmproving Memory for Prose: The Relationship Between
Depth of Processing and Context, November 1975. (ERIC Document
‘Reproqygtion‘Service No. ED 134 929, 37p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)
' .t

Anderson, R. C.. Goetz, E. T., Pichert, J. W., & Halff,-H. M. Two Faces
. of the Corceptual Peg Hypothesis, January 1976. (ERIC Document
* Reproduction Service No. ED 134 930, 29p., HC-$2.08, MF-$.83’
RIC

. " . 3
.Ortony, A. Names, Déscriptions, and Pragmatics February 1976.
Document Rieroduction Servicé No. ED 1347931, 25p.,.HC-$1.67,
MF-$.83) I ) :

-

- . - -
.M&soit J: M. Questioning the Notion of Independent Processing Stages

- in Reading, ‘February 1976-. (Journal of Educational Psychology,
-, 1977, 69, 288-297) - R D

‘Siege].’ﬁ. A.- Teacher Behavid?sﬁ;nd Curriculum Packages: Implications
for Research and Teacher Education, April 1976. (ERIC Document
“Reproductiom Service No. ED 134 932, 42p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

A Y

*No.. 10:. Anderson, R. C., -Pichert, J. W., Goetz, E. T., Schallert, D. L., Stevens,
' K. V., & TrolTip, S. R. Instant@tion of General Terms, March 1976.
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 933, 30p.; HC-$2.06,
" MF-$.83) . . ’ -

*No. 11: Armbruster, B. B. Lég[ning Principles from Prose: A Cagnitive Approach
R Based on Schema Theory, July 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction
Service No. ED 134 93%, 48p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83)

: *Ng‘ 12: Anderson, R. C., Reynolds, R. E., Schallert, D. L., & Goetz, E. T.

Frameworks for Comprehending Discourse, July 1976. IC Document
ReproauE§1on Sprv*ce No. ED 134 935, 33p., HC-$2:06, MF-$.83)

E 3
s

¢

s




7

No. 137
= for Descrtblng Aspects of Bead1ng Comprehension, November 1976/

No. 14:
No. 15:
No. 16:

No. 17:
No. 18:

No. 19:
Na. 20:

No. 21:
No. 22:

No. “23:

= ED 136 233, 23p.,-HC-$1.67, MF-$.83) .

Rubin, A. D., Bruce, B C., & Brown, J. S. " A Process-oriented Language

ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 188, 41p , HC-$2.06,
MF $. 83) Y -
&

Pichert, J. W,, & Ande;?bn, R. C.. Taking D1fferent PersB%ct1ves on a
Story, ~November 19%6. (ERIC "Document Reproduction Service No.
ED T34 936, 30p., HC-$2.06, MF-$.83) .

- Schwartz, R. M. Strategic Processes in 8egrnn1ng Reading, November 1975,

(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 134 937, 13p., HC-$1.67,
MF-$.83) - o~ P

Jenkins, J. R., & Pany, D. Curriculum Biases 1n‘Read1n§“Qchfevement'
Tests, November 1976. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No.
ED 134 938, 24p.,; HC-$I f7 MF-$.83). ‘

Asher, S. R., Hymel, S., & H!gﬁ1eld A' Chl]dren S Compréhen51on of
High- and Low- Interest Material and a Comparison of Two Cloze
Scoring Methods, November 1976.° (ERIC Document Reproduct1on
SePV}pe No. €D 134 939, 32p s HC—$2 06, 'MF-$.83)

Brown, A. L., Smiley, S. S., Day, J. D., Townsend, M. A.R.," & Lawton,
S. C. Intrus1on of a Themat1c Idea in Children's Comprehens1on
‘ and Retention of Stories,,December 1976. {FRIC Document :Reproduc-:
tion Service No. ED 13p 189 39p., HC-$2. 06 MF£$ .83)

Kleiman, G. M. The Prel1nguist1c Cognitive Basis.of Childrén's Communi-
cative Intentions, February 1977. {ERIC Document’ Reprodhction .
Service No. £D 134 ‘940, 51p., HC- 33 50, MF- $ 83) S

Kleiman, G. M. Th® Effect of Previous Context‘on Read1ng Indiv1dua1
Words, February 1977. ~(ERIC Documen; Reproduct1on Serv?te No -
ED 13 134 941, 76p., HC-$4. 67, MF- $ 83) '

Kane, J. H., & Anderson, R. C. Depth.of Processing,and Interference -
"Effects in the Learning and Remember1ng;9f ‘Sentences, February 1977.
(ERIC Documeut»Reproduct1on Service No. ED 134 942,-29p., HC- $2 06, -
MF$83) ’ LR

N
L]

éfown, A. L., & Camp1one J. C. Memeory Strateg1es in. Learn1n
Tra1n1ng,Ch11dren to Study Strategically, March 1977 { )
Docgment Reproduct1on Serv1ce No. ED 136 234, 54p , HC $3. 50
MF-$.83)" P . .

Smiley, S. . AN Oakley, 6. D. Northen D Camp1one d. C. & Brown, = .
A. L. Reca]l of Themat1ca1]y Relevant Matérial by- Ado]escent
Good and Poor Readers as a Function of Written Versus Oral Pre-
sentatien, March 1977. (ERIC ‘Document Reproduction. SerthéANo

“ ..
. vn‘.

Anderson, R. C., Spiro, R. J., & Apﬂerson, M..C. Schemata as Scaffolding
for the Representatlon of Information in-Connected Discourse,
March 1977. ~ (ERIC Document Reproduct1on Serv1ce No. ED 136 236 )
18p., HC- $1 67 MF-s 83) LN - -

N -

’

PR + . - . . o

. . p
" 3 * s
6o () e ) L% « . *
: LV AN . . . Io. . . .
. .

. -
S—— L




" No. 25:

- No. 26}

No. 27:.

- N ’ » .
N A -
e

- ~

lfar)y, D.. & Jenkins, JUR. Learnjg Word Meanings: _A Comparison. of ’
: Inst~ru tional -Procedures dnd Effects on Measures of Reading

ehen_s;pp_ with Learning Disabled Students, March 1977-. - e
ER € Document Reproduction Service No. ED 136 237, 34p , .
HC-$2106, MF-$.83) . LT

®

Armbruster, B. B , Stevens, R. J., & Rosenghine, B. Analyzmg Congg
_Covérage and Emﬂhasls A Stugy of Three Curricula and Two Tests,.
"March 1977. (ERIC Document Réproduction Service No. ED“T36 238,
22p,HC$1 67, MF$&3) e

. L)

Ortony, A., Reyno]ds,, RAE., & Arter ~J: A. Metapher: Theordtical -
and Empirical Research, March 1977 (ERIG Document Reproducsion .
Service No. ED 137 752 63p., HC-$3.50, MF-$. 835 ‘ :

No 28; - Ortony,YA. Remembermg and Understandmg Jabberwocky and Smn -Talk,

‘&

o No.d29v:

No. 31:
_* No. 32:

e

No. 34:

[/ - No..33:

March 1977.  (ERIC-Docgment Reproductwon Servite ‘No. ED 137 753,
_ 36p., HC~$2».06 MF- $ 83) - i

SchaHert ‘D. L J(]eunan G. M., & Rubin, A. D. Analysis of Dafferences N
. Between Oral and Written LangLaL, Aprﬂ 1977. . '

l “ -

Nash-Webber, B. Anaphora: A Cross D'1sc1phnar1 Survey, Aprﬂ 1977

Adams, M. J., & Collins, A. A Schema-Theoretic View of,Readmg Compre-

.hension, Aprﬂ 1977. : : e

Huggins, A. Ni’{. Syntactic Aspects of Readmg COmpreheqsmn, Aprﬂ 1977
- 24

Bruce, 8. C. Pl‘ans gnd Social Act1on Aprﬂ ]977 ;:
> ' P

No. 36: dash-Web, B., & Reiter, R. Anaphera and Log1ca] Form . On Fohnp_l

No. 37:

Meaning Rgpr*esentatmns for Natural ‘Lanquage, Apml 1977,

Adams, M. J" Failures fo/QOmp.rehendfamILevelsig Process*n_g_m Readmg,

Aprﬂ 1977 ] i . . \
/ -~ : 4 '. ‘.;i,
Woods+ W. A Mulngle Tbeory Formatmn in High- l;eve] Percept:on, - )
Apri) 1977: ./ T

N

’ .
Anﬂson, R.” e & Pichert,
nformation Follow)/:}g IL

v

3. W, RecaH of Previously - Unr&ecaﬂ&ble
Shift in Persgectwt: Qprﬂ 1977 ~‘

&

. t6111ns, A.,ZBrown, A/ L Morgan, J. L., & Brewer, W.'F. The Analzsns

.»44:

. 45

. @5:

-.0f Reading Tasks /and Texts, Aprﬂ' 1977. ¢ * . -‘

McClure E. Aspgcts of Code—SwLbchrng “in the QL_gouri of MNngwa]
Mexxcan‘—Alpéfwan*Chﬂdren, April’ 1977 . - T}_ M

. Sc.hwart;,//h( Relatlon of Context Ut:l)\gatmo and Orthographlc

Autgrfaticity in: Word Idént1f1cat1o'h Hay 197?

Amderson, R. C Stevens, K. c. mfrm Z &‘OsbornQJ ~I;ﬁstaﬁtia~:
tioh of Nord M?-famngs in Chi]drén ?4/;,]‘977 . R e







) y No. 47: ,Brown, A. L. Knowing When, Where, anleowAto Remémber:: A Problem of '
Metacognition, June 1977. . ‘ \ . )

. -

No. 48: Brown;7A. L., & DeLoache J,S PSkms, Plans ,-and Self-Requlation,
July 1977. T (i

ot

-

‘No. 50:. Andefrson, R. C. Schema-Directéd Processes in Language Comprehension,
> July 1977 .. .
. . . . Le \
No. 51: Brown, A. L Theories of Memory and the Problems of Development:
Activity, Growth,: and’Know]edge, JhT‘71§77

No..52: Morgan J. L. Two Types of Convent1on in Ind1rect Speech Acts, July
1977 .

A
-

. 53: Brown, A L:, Smiley, S. S., & Lawton, S. C. The Effects of Experience.
.on_the Selection of . Sultab]e Retrieval Cues for Studying from
“Prose Passages, July 1977, .

~
Fleisher, L. S., & Jenkins, J. R. Effects of Contextua]1zed and-
Decontextuallzed Practice Conditions on Word Recognition, July 1977.

Anderson, H. Stand1ford S. N., & Alessi, S. M. Computer Assisted
Problem Solv1ng in an Introductgry Statistics Coursé, August 1977.

"Mason, J. M. The Role of Strategy in Read1ng,1n the Mentally Retarded,
September 197+, .

Mason, J. M. Read1ngﬁRead1ness- A Definition and Skills H1erargﬂx
from Praschoolers' Developing Conceptions of Print, September 1977

'Brewer W. F. Memory for the Pragmat1c Impl1cat1ons of Sentences,
0ctober 1977.

Brown, A. L., & Smiley, S. S. The Development of Strateg1es far
Studying Prose Passages, October 1971.




